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A Word From the Director...

Juveniledetention homesserveavitd functioninthe Commonwedth of Virginia. When necessary, they provide
safe and secure housing for young peoplewho stand accused of seriouscrimes. They protect the public from
new offensesthat could occur beforethejuvenilesgo beforethe court, and they protect the accused juvenilesas
well, by providing asecure setting unconnected to an adult jail. Juvenile detention homes, and the men and
womenwho work inthem, areanimportant part of Virginia spublic safety efforts.

Any important activity, particularly onethat temporarily deprivesindividua sof their liberties, must be examined
closdly. Itisincumbent upon usto ensurethat thispower of the stateisused properly, effectively, and efficiently.
Thisreport on pre-dispositiona juveniledetention home utilization - thefirst such report to provideacomprehen-
sivereview of the Department of Juvenile Justice's detention practices and databases - providesimportant
information about juvenilesheldin Virginia sdetention homes. Thisreport representsthework of many people
throughout theagency. From our court service unit staff who helped collect necessary information, to our Infor-
mation Services section’scompiling and cleaning of databases, to our Community Programs staff offering their
expertiseinreviewing and explaining policy, and finaly to the Research and Eval uation section, which put it all
together. Thisstudy wasfunded by aJuvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grant, awarded by the Department
of Crimina Justice Services.

uoI12NPO.IIU|

Thanksto the efforts of our Governor and the General Assembly, Virginiahas made substantial progressin
reducingjuvenilecrime. Thestate-funded expans on of juvenilejustice programsin the communitieshashel ped
to reduce the number of juvenileswho are committed to the state' sjuvenile correctional centers. However, the
detention home population continuestorise. Several questionsarise from these observations. Who arewe
placing in our juveniledetention facilities? For what offenses are they being detained? How long do juveniles
day inthesefacilities?

Asyouwill seeinthisreport, wetake athreefold approach to answer these questions. 1n Section| weanayze
the agency’ sdatabasesto better understand the detention system and to create aprofile of the detained juveniles.
In Section |1 wereport theresultsof asmall, focused study of the detention decision within 32 localities. In
Section 11 we present commentsfrom thefield, gathered ininterviewswith court service unit and detention home
staff, judges, prosecutors, and other key decision-makers. We concludein Section 1V, sifting through al of this
information to present to you what wefed arethemost important findings, and also to highlight someinnovative
practices. A list of therelevant Code of Virginia statutesisprovided in Appendix A, and alist of common
acronymsand abbreviationsused within thejuvenilejustice system and thisreport can befoundin Appendix D.
Onthelast pageyouwill find alist of useful references, which provided the national datacited in thisreport.

Thisreport focuses on the use of pre-dispositional detention, juvenilesdetained prior to ajudgerendering a
disposition. Post-dispositional detentionisanimportant resourcein thecommunities, but becauseit representsa
very small portion of detention usage, itisnot examined here.

| believethat thisreport on detention utilization will serve asaresourcefor key decison-makersinthejuvenile
justice system, and a S0 serveto educate policy-makersand the public about Virginia sjuveniledetention homes.
Thank youfor your interest.

Carl B Foed

Director 2
-

. . ] '\q o
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Introduction

Executive Summary

The Department of Juvenile Justice seeksto shed light on juveniledetention utilization. Tothat end, we haveundertaken
athree-fold gpproach to examining detention practices.

» Ananaysisof fiscal year 2000 datafrom DJJ databases.

» A focused study of 32 locdlities.

> Interviewsof key decision-makersin the detention process.

Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?

Researchersanayzed datafrom anumber of sourcesto clarify detention utilizationinfiscal year 2000. A variety of
interesting trendswere reveal ed, but the most important findingswere these:

Virginia detains juveniles at a higher rate than the national average.

In 1997, the national detention rate was 96 juveniles per 100,000, whiletheratefor Virginiawas 169
juvenilesper 100,000. By 1999, the Virginiadetention rate had risento 176 per 100,000. 1999 national
dataare not availablefrom the 1997 data source.

In FY 2000, technical violations represented 40% of detention admissions.
Technical violationsinclude probation and paroleviolations, contempt of court, and failuresto appesr.

Detention home capacity is expected to increase 59% between FY 2000 and 2003.
Theat-risk population (juvenilesaged 10-17) isprojected to grow by about 5% for thisperiod.

In FY 2000, detention utilization averaged 122%.
Individua detention home utilization ranged between 62% and 271%.

Nine court service units (CSUs) were responsible for over 50% of FY 2000 detention admissions.
All nineareinthe Northern and Eastern Regions.

In FY 2000, about 75% of detention cases were released within 21 days.
About 7% stayed beyond 51 days. Forty-six percent of detention caseslasting beyond 51 dayswerefor
felony charges. Twenty-seven percent werefor violations of probation or parole.

Section Il - The Decision to Detain - A Focused Study

Intakeofficers decisionsto detain or releasejuvenilesprior to hearingsbefore ajudge wereexaminedin thisthirty-day
study. Information was collected on detained and rel eased juvenilesto determinethe factorsthat might influencethe
detention decision. Resultsapply only to the casesin thisstudy. Themainfindingswerethese:

Juveniles were more likely to be detained if they met any of these conditions:
Currently onformal supervision,

Displayed anegative attitude,

Caregiverswere considered incapabl e of meeting thejuvenile' sneeds,
Considered to be arisk of either fleeing or failing to appear, or,
Current or pending felony charges.

VVVYVYYVYYV

Technical violators have a high likelihood of being detained, regardless of whether they have any
new criminal offenses.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Section |11 - What Do You Have To Say?

K ey decision-makersinthe detention process- court service unit and detention home staff, judges, prosecutors, and
public defenders- wereinterviewed. They reported what they felt wasworking and not workingin Virginia sjuvenile
detention system. Themainfindingswerethese:

I nitial detention placement decisions are heavily influenced by Code of Virginia criteria, especially
safety of the community, with other factors considered as appropriate:
» Juvenile shistory of menta disorder or substance abuse, or current offensefeatures(e.g., attitudeand
complianceduring arrest), and
» Locdlity-specificfactors, such asseriouscrowding in detention and avail ability of aternative place-
ments.

Decisionsto release from detention were substantially the same as placement, with the addition of:
» Juveniles behavior in detention and the need to restore competence, and
» Casesinthecustody of the Department of Social Servicesmay remainin detention longer, or there
may beascarcity of dternative placement opportunities.

uoI12NPO.IIU|

Section IV - Promising Practices
Promising detention practicesidentified throughout the course of the study arelisted here.

Virginia Practices
Although not observedin every CSU, these practi ces seemed to be successful wherethey wereimplemented.
» Intake supervisorshave been granted authority by thejudge to make step-down placements.
> Probationand parolesupervisorsreview theuse of community-based optionsbefore detaining probation
and paroleviolators.
» CSU and detention home staff, social workers, and other key decision-makers move appropriate
juvenilesout of detention andinto step-down programsas part of aweekly detention review meeting.

National Practices
These practicesare recommended by the Annie E. Casey Foundation and the Office of Juvenile Justiceand

Ddinquency Prevention.
» Variousgroupswithinthejuvenilejusticesystem (judges, prosecutors, defensecounsd, police, probation
officers, and others) work together to address problems.
» Theuseof effective detention aternatives ensuresthat juvenileswho do not require secure care are
supervised moreappropriately.
» A security classification system that separatesviolent from nonviolent juvenileshel psprotect detained
juvenilesand detention staff frominjury.

The Appendix containsuseful informationfor your referenceasyou review thisdocument. Inparticular, Appendix A

liststhe Code of Virginia statutes applicableto juvenile detention, and Appendix D lists common acronymsyou may
findinthisreport.
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Juvenile Population
Obvioudy, detainedjuvenilesare only aportion of al the casesthat movethrough thejuvenilejustice system each year.
Andall of those casesrepresent only asmall number of thejuvenilesintheoverall population. Beforewelook too
closdly at juvenilesinthedetention homes, wewill takealook at Virginia sat-risk popul ation, the planned expansion of
detentionfacilitiesacrossthe state, and the typesof casesthat comeinto court serviceunit (CSU) intake- ajuvenile's
first contact with thejustice system. Fromtherewe

will go ontotheactual detained population, to ask Figure 1: Virginia's At-Risk Population
who'’sbeing detained, where do they comefrom,
why arethey here, and howlong arethey staying.

900,000

> Webegin by examining the population at risk of 800,000
being placed in adetention home, juvenilesaged 700,000
10to 17. All but asmall portion of detained 600,000
juvenilesareinthisagegroup. 1n 1999, more 500,000
than 700,000 personsin Virginiawere between 400,000
ages10-17, about 11% of thetota Virginiapopu- 300,000
lation. After aperiod of 2% annual growth dur- 200,000
ing the 1990s, this age group is projected to 100,000
slowly level off between 2000 and 2006 (1% 0
annual growth) before beginning agradual de-
cline(1% annualy) through 2010.

» Minoritiesinthisagegroup are projected to show
the greaISt increases between 2000 and 2010. Data collected from the U.S. Census Bureau website, March 2001.
The number of Whitejuvenilesisprojected to
decrease 1%. In that same period, thereisa
projectedincreaseof 11%inthenumber of Black
juveniles, 40% in the number of Hispanic juve-
niles, and 39% among juvenilesof other races.

Population (Age 10-17)

Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?
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Figure 2. Detention Home Capacity

» InFigure2, you can seethat the planned 2,000
expansonof Virginia'sjuveniledetention
homes is far greater than the projected 1,500

growthinat-risk populationwould suggest.
However, thisfollowsalong periodinthe
1980s and 1990s in which capacity in-
creased very dowly, if at dl.

> Althoughthisreport focuseson pre-dispo- 01
sitiona detention, theaveragedaily popu-
lation (ADP) and capacity INFIQUIe2in- [y ooty [ 1532 [ 549 | 549 | 640 | 708 | 932 | 959 |1,008]1.286]1 526
cludesboth pre- and post-dispositional de-
tention. Historically, the ADP has been

1,000 "
./_-r

500 -

Number of Beds

FY94|FY95(FY96|FY97(FY98|FY99(FYO00|FYO01(FY02|FY03

=== ADP (June) | 715 | 789 | 888 | 926 (1,139|1,146|1,221

about 95% pre-dispositional. Approved Expansion as of 6/14/2000
s . FY99 FY00 FYO01 FY02 FY03
» TheADPof thegtate sdetention SYStEIM  pr wiliam211040  Roancke 211048 Highlands 20 to 30 Blue Ridge*40 Virginia Beach* 90
- - - Norfolk 43 to 80 ahannock 21 to 80 N N 40t0110 C 22t0 70
hashigorica Iy exceeded capacity. Tocom- (:3|p2per* §8 Rap]?mp Riv:;CRegiotr?aJ* 60 Wé\nl(l?iﬂnoorihfls% to te% Prr.a:/(\e/rillia:: 411072
bat this problem, detention homes state- ok do 1081 iolpiri ke

wideareexpanding. Betweenfiscal Years - yavtesarew taiiity
1994 and 2003, the capacity isprojected
totriple.
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Intake - A Juvenile'sFirst Contact with DJJ

Becausealarge percentage of detention admissionsoccur at theintakelevel, it isimportant to have an understanding
of thejuvenileintake process and the automated reporting systems utilized by intake staff. 1ntakeisone of many
functionsthat occursat the 35 CSUs acrossthe state. Theintake processisgoverned by Code of Virginia(COV) §
16.1-260. Itisthe screening process by which adesignated probation officer — called an intake of ficer — receives
complaintsthat arealleged tofal within thejurisdiction of thecourt. Therearetwo broad categoriesof intake- juvenile
offensesand domestic relations. Thisreport will focusonjuvenilemattersonly.

For every intake, probabl e cause must be established or the complaint will be considered unfounded. Additionaly, in
casesthat meet the statutory criteria(usually class 1 misdemeanorsand felonies— 816.1-248.1), intake officersmust
usetheir discretion to determineif the action warrants adetention placement (816.1-246). Theintakeofficer, while
attempting to bal ance the needs of the complainant, thejuvenile, and the community, can choose from many intake
dispositions. Thoseoptionsrangefrom diversion (816.1-260.B), whichistheresolving of the complaint without going
to court, to issuing apetition but alowing thejuvenileto remain in the community, tofiling apetition and requiring that
thejuvenilebe placed in ashelter careor detention facility until apreliminary court hearing can beheld. It should be
noted, however, that thediversion optionisnot availableininstanceswhen thejuvenile has committed aviolent felony
or haspreviously had acomplaint diverted (816.1-260.B). See Appendix A for abrief review of the COV statutes
that pertaintojuveniledetention.

¢,Buo1 MoH pue ‘Aymn ‘OYM ‘UBUAA ‘@I8UAMNA - | UOI1D8S

The Department of Juvenile Justice
(D)) Juvenile Tracking System (JTS)
recordsand reportsonal complaints.
Thisdatabase allowsjuvenilesto be
tracked throughout thejuvenilejustice
system. Unfortunately, thedetention
home module hasonly recently been
addedtotheJTS. Detention dataprior
to FY 2001 (includingthedatainthis

Domestic Relations
Domesticrelations casesmakeup 57% of al casesbrought to intake (iden-
tified asJ& DR on Table 2). Althoughthey obvioudy represent asignifi-
cant amount of the court
sarviceunits time, they are | Juvenile
not presented here, because | ©ffenses
they do not represent
crimescommitted by juve-

report) istaken from aseparate data- iz Nth JEgErelie i.ntak.e S
the Co itv Pooul i compla.nts, ourfocusmths Domestic
base, the Community Population Sys- report is on intakes that Relations

tem (COPS). Thisisof interest pri-
marily because it prevents us from
tracking ajuvenilefromintakethrough
detention.

couldlead to ajuvenilebe-

ing detained. Figure 3: Domestic Relations Complaints

FY 2000

Tables 2 and 3 break out intake complaintsby CSU, grouping CSUsinto DJJ sthreeregions. Region | encompasses
thewestern part of the state, Region 11 includes Richmond and localities north of the city, and Region 111 includesthe
eastern part of the state. Appendix C showsamap of Virginia, divided into thethreeregions.

Table1: Intake Disposition Codes

| ntake Disposition Codes RSuRIENSII) Code Disposition

When a complaint is processed 01 Resolved 09 Returned to out- of-state
throughintake, it isgiven acodeto 02 |Petition filed 10 |Consent agreement signed
indicate intake disposition. The 03 |Petition/detention order filed 12  |Shelter care only

codes are grouped together in 04 |Unofficial/family counseling 13 |Detention order only

Table 3. For your reference, the 05 |Referred to another agency 14  |Pending

codesandthedispositionsthey sig- |96 |Returned to probation 11  [|Petition/shelter care filed
nify arelisted herein Table 1. 07 |Participation required, diversion |15 [Consent signed/petition filed
08 [Complaint unfounded 16 |Court summons
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%’ Table 2. Complaints at Intake, FY 2000
(@] .
:;: Felony M isdemeanor Ifgr?;l?}]/ D;;T' Orlziic;c:rllce Traffic Attempts Other TOTAL
;—; 010 460 1,282 209| 3,544 0 9 0| 41| 5545
= 021 346 767 64| 3,539 0 3 5| 13| 4,737
= 022 464 1532 322 4,054 17 8 3| 163| 6,563
§ 023 190 890 178 1,438 0] 205 4/ 151 3,056
S 23A 454 1,061f 128| 2,899 0 0 2| 510/ 5,054
§ 024 561 1,972 679 4,810 10 10 9 5| 8,056
= 025 670 2247 221 3,932 15 60 of 20 7165
L 027 457 2,233| 244 3,216 5 21 12| 19| 6,207
= 028 175 886 449 2,354 0 1 of 11 3876
g 029 205 818 145| 3,643 0 9 1 14| 4,835
< 030 223 928 276 2,619 0 11 1 21| 4,079
g. Region| | 4,205 14,616 2,915 36,048 47| 337 37| 968| 59,173
S 013 994 2,051 707| 5,501 0 16 12| 83| 9,364
5 014 817 2,474 278 3,661 0 7 18| 270| 7,525
N 015 1,260 4,610 701| 9,568 0 38 10| 117| 16,304
016 619 1,243  885| 5,299 0 9 4/ 96| 8,155
017 277 862 432 706 5 9 13| 36| 2,340
17F 21 82 17 18 2 0 0 0 140
018 184 480 158] 1,431 5| 173 1 0| 2432
20L 376 788 302 692 44 9 0| 10[ 2,221
20W 120 298 67| 427 0 9 0 2 923
026 608 1,620 263| 3,432 1 5 6 2| 5,937
031 916 1,984 819| 4,281 8 6 33| 41| 8,088
Region |l | 6,192 16,492 4,629 35,016 65| 281 97| 657| 63,429
001 803 2,030 249 2,665 15 7 28| 15| 5812
002 818 3,091 583 5,948 419 18 11| 173| 11,061
02A 207 308] 127 1,371 0 0 1 0| 2014
003 437 999 78| 3,368 0 17 0| 67| 4,966
004 897 2,314 454 7,220 20 4 0| 688 11,597
005 427 1,027 80| 1,559 0 9 0 5| 3,107
006 474 1,376|  119| 1,636 0 6 7 6| 3,624
007 693 2,000 319| 2,948 0 9 0| 30| 5,999
008 531 1,561  104| 3,425 0 25 0| 164| 5,810
009 439 1,811 116| 2,788 0 36 3| 41| 5234
011 463 1,204  169| 3,517 1 14 8| 22| 5,398
012 1,180 3997 501 7,197 46 10 1| 376/ 13,308
RegionIll| 7,369 21,718| 2,899| 43,642 501 155 59| 1,587| 77,930
| TOTAL |17,766] 52,826| 10,443 114,706| 613 773 193| 3,212| 200,532]

~All information was collected from the reports menu of the Juvenile Tracking System (JTS).
~The 19th District CSU (Fairfax) is not included in this table. That locality was not using the JTS during
FY 2000. Fairfax reports 16,115 total intake complaints for FY 2000.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Complaintsat Intake

Table2 presentsdatafor al statewide
intake complaintsfor FY 2000. Al-
though juvenile crime hasbeen char-
acterized inthe pressasbecoming in-
creasingly smilar to seriousand vio-
lent adult crimes, datasuggest that this
isnot necessarily thesituationin Vir-
gnia
» Morethanone-hdf of dl FY 2000
intakes (57%) were due to do-
mestic relationscases. Thesein-
takeswere primarily custody and
support cases, but also included
somestatusoffensesand Childin
Need of Services (CHINS) and
Child in Need of Supervision
(CHINSup) issues.

» Only 9% of al CSU intake com-
plaintswerefor felony offenses,
crimesthat could resultin oneor
moreyears of incarceration when
committed by adults.

» Misdemeanor chargesaccounted
for 26% of all intake complaints
in FY 2000.

» Mog of theremaningintakecom-
plaints were “special penalty”
cases(5%). Themgority of these
specia penalty complaints in-
volved probation/parole viola-
tions.

Therewaslittleoveradl variability be-

tween DJJ sthreeadministrativere-

gionsontypesof intakecharges. Re-
gion| had the smallest within-region
percentageof crimind complaints(7%
felony and 25% misdemeanor
charges), and Region |1 had thehigh-
est percentage of specia penalty in-
takes (7%). DJJ sregionsaredem-
onstratedinamapin Appendix C.

However, therewere somesignificant
differencesat the CSU level.

» The28"and 29"CSUs (Region
I) were the only CSUs to have
fewer than 5% fel ony intake com-
plaints. All CSUsinRegion| had
lessthan 10% felony cases.

» CSU20L (Regionll) hadahigher
percentage of felony intakes
(17%) than any other CSU within
Virginia. Most CSUswithin Re-
gion Il had morethan 10%feony
intakecomplaints.

» Regionll had boththelowest and
highest percentage of misde-
meanor complaints. Only 15% of
complaintsfor the 16" CSU were
due to misdemeanor charges,
while59% of theintakesfor CSU
17F were for misdemeanor of-
fenses.

» The 17" CSU in Region Il had
the highest percentage of specia
penalty casesamong itsFY 2000
intakes (19%). Interestingly, no
CSU within Region |11 had more
than 7% of specid pendty intakes.

» Two CSUshad over 75% of their
intakesinthedomestic relations
category- the 21% and 29" CSUs.
By far the lowest percentage of
these intakes was processed in
CSU 17F (13%)).

» The2"CSU had thehighest per-
centageof local ordinanceviola-
tionintakes (4%). Thismay be
dueto ordinancesthat are particu-
lar to VirginiaBeach.

Disposition of I ntake Complaints

Table3includesinformation oncom-
plaintsby case disposition at intake.
Region 111 had 40% of thetotal dis-
posed complaints statewide. There
werefew regiona or CSU differences
on types of dispositions, but there
were statewide trends noted.

» Themajority of complaintsdis-
posed of at intakewere“ petition
only” (67%), most of whichwere
misdemeanor complaints.

» Pditionswerefiled and detention
ordersissued for only 19% of the
total disposed complaints. This
percentageissimilar tothe 1996
national percentage of juveniles
detained by juvenilecourts(18%).
However, somejuvenilesarede-
tained without anintakeofficer’s
detention order. Thiswouldin-
cludejuvenilesdetained directly by
judges, and would also include
any juvenilesdetained by intake
officerswithout thefiling of ade-
tention order. Some procedural
errorsregarding thefiling of de-
tention orderswereidentifiedin
the course of thisstudy, and have
been corrected for future deten-
tion practice.

» Twelvepercent of dl disposedin-
takecomplaintswereresolved or
diverted.

Asnoted in Tables 2 and 3, these data do not include the 19th CSU, Fairfax, because they were not part of JTSin FY 2000.
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Q-
=l Table 3: Disposition of Intake Complaints, FY 2000
3 Disposition  Resolved/Diverted Petition Only Detention Shelter Care F=Felony
% (01, 04, 05, 07) (02) (03, 13) (11, 12) M=Misdemeanor
T Off. Severity F \Y] S F M S F \Y] S F \Y] SRl S=Specia Pendty
2 CcsuU
© 010 4 3 4 395 1,181 187] 61 68| 21 0 0 0
2 021 49| 286 3] 197 416 0 99 61 18 1 2 3
g_ 022 7| 467 0] 180 784 106 277 280 216 0 0 0
8 023 0| 138 4 154 708| 1150 35| 44| 58 0 0 1
= 23A 38| 220 1 283 697 411 132 135 85 1 1 1
c 024 1] 93 2| 279 1598 398 279 257| 224 0 9 55
2 025 26| 268 2| 400| 1,663 96| 241 205 121 0 0 0
= 027 28| 314 3] 358 1,698 176 70| 76| 65 0 0 0
o 028 2| 48 Y 1251 717) 311 48| 115 136 0 0 0
2 029 2| 48 3] 157 722| 106 46| 48[ 36 0 0 0
= 030 8| 82 4 173 747 169 40 82 94 0 0 9
—; Region | 165| 1,995 24] 2,701|10,931| 1,745 1,328| 1,371 1,074 2 12 69
.g 013 3| 387 7] 355 1,086 145/ 636 575 555 0 0 0
S 014 42| 682 0 596 1,649 210 175 102 68 0 0 0
n 015 39| 557 15| 835| 3,275 346| 364 430 338 0 1 0
016 46| 242 3] 415 817 565 155 134 317 0 0 0
017 3l 29 0| 249 538 360 27 13| 67 0 1 4
17F 0 0 0 14 74 14 7 8 3 0 0 0
018 23| 68 0 139 302 118 3 71 40 0 0 0
20L 3] 39 1 253 507 81 119| 117 210 1 1 9
20w 0 1 0 91| 279 55 29 17 12 0 0 0
026 11| 163 Y 472| 1,323] 155 124| 130| 107 0 0 0
031 66| 500 0 487| 1,144 577 363 328 181 0 11 61
Region |1 236| 2,668 27| 3,906(10,994( 2,626/ 2,002| 1,861| 1,898 1 14| 74
001 5| 47 1 346| 1559 102 449 408 146 0 0 0
002 41| 309 3] 704 2,689 4921 72 72| 88 0 3 0
02A 2 4 1 203 304 126 2 0 0 0 0 0
003 of 25 0 196 728 22| 241 221 56 0 0 0
004 7| 507 331 740 1,677 233 146 102[ 176 3 8 12
005 of 71 0 287 878 48| 140 78] 32 0 0 0
006 o 13 0 309 1,262 55| 165 101 64 0 0 0
007 3| 145 Y 341 1,262] 202 348| 545 106 of 21 9
008 11 355 Y 199 816 18] 316 235 74 1] ™ 9
009 10| 200 0 288 1,286 57 134 144 58 0 3 0
011 3| 161 10] 333 921 92| 120 94 52 3 3 4
012 177| 2,061 2| 652 1579 153] 350 348 346 0 0 0
Region 111 259| 3,898 52| 4,598(14,961| 1,600| 2,483| 2,348( 1,198 7N 921 34
TOTAL 660| 8,561 103]11,205(36,886( 5,971 5,813| 5,580| 4,170 10| 118] 177

All information was collected from the reports menu of the Juvenile Tracking System (JTS). The 19th CSU isnot included in this
table. That locality wasnot part of the JTS during FY 2000.

Intakesin the J& DR category are predominately domestic relations (e.g., child custody) with amuch smaller number of juvenile
statusviolations. J& DR intakesare not included in Table 3.
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Table 3: Disposition of Intake Complaints, FY 2000, cont’d %
Disposition Pending Unfounded Other F=Felony gl
(14) ) (06, 09, 10,15,16) M=Misdemeanor =
Off.Severity F M S F M S F M S S=Specid Pendty IS
=
010 oo o o o 1 o o 1 o 460 128] 209 %
021 of o o o o o o 2 o 346 767 64 =
022 of o o o a o o o o 464 1532 322 =
023 of o o 1 o o o o o 1% 80| 178 S
23A of o o o s o o 3 o 44| 1061] 128 <
024 2l 13 o of i o of 1] o se1] 1972 679 3
025 11 g o o 9o o o 94 2 ees] 2247] 221 =
027 of o o o 2 o 1] 143 7 457 2233] 251 S
028 of o o o 3 1 o 3J o 17 886 449 =
029 of o o o o o o o o 205 88| 145 %’
030 2l 100 of o 1 o o 6 o 223 928] 276 T
Region | 51 311 o 1] 23 1] 1] 253 9 4.203| 14,616| 2,922 =
013 of 3 o o o o o o o 994 2051 707 N
014 of 8 o 4 30 o o 3 o 87| 2474] 278 =
015 1 100 o 1] 3] 2 of 21 o 1250] 4325] 701 ~
016 1 350 o 2 150 o o o o e19] 1243] 885
017 of o o o o o o 28] 1 279 ge2| 432
17F of o o o o o o o o 22 82 17
018 11] 43 o 8 6 o o 54 o 184 480 158
20L of o o o o o of 124 1 37 788] 302
20W of o o o o o o 1 o 120 298 67
026 of o o 1 1 o o 3 o 608 1620 263
031 of o o o o o o 1 o 96] 1984 819
Region I 13 99| o =26 83| 2| o 488 2| 6184| 16,207| 4,629
001 oo 5 o 3 100 o o 1 o 803 2030] 249
002 of o o 1 3 o o 15 o s8] 3091] 583
02A of o o o o o o o o 207 308] 127
003 of o o o o o o 28 o 437 999 78
004 of 2l 1 i o o o 9 o 87| 2314] 455
005 of o o o o o o o o 47 1027 80
006 of o o o o o o o o 474 1376] 119
007 of o o o 2 o 1] 29 1 693] 2000] 319
008 of o o 4 101 2 o o o 53] 1561] 104
009 6| 62 o of 4 o 1] 12[ 1] 439] 1811 116
011 1l 50 2/ 8 3 o o 17] 9 463] 1204 169
012 of o o 1 8 o o 1 o 118] 3997 501
Region |11 7| 74 3 13] 140 2| 2| 205 11| 7,369 21,718| 2,900
TOTAL 25| 204] 3] 40| 246] 5| 3] 946 22| 17,756| 52,541 10,451

All information was coll ected from the reports menu of the Juvenile Tracking System (JTS). The 19th CSU isnot included in this
table. That locality was not part of the JTSduring FY 2000.

Intakesin the J& DR category are predominately domestic relations (e.g., child custody) with amuch smaller number of juvenile
statusviolations. J& DR intakesare not included in Table 3.
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Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?

Pre-Dispositional Detention Home Admissions

Thisreport focuseson pre-dispositiona detention (juvenilesdetained prior to ajudgerendering adisposition). Histori-
caly, pre-dispositiona detention representsabout 95% of detention utilization. Juvenilesmay be detained by either an
intake officer or by ajudge.

Therewere 21 securedetention facilitieslocated throughout Virginiain FY 2000- six inRegion|, nineinRegion 1, and
sixinRegionlll. Ninearecommission operated, 11 arelocally operated, and oneisstate operated. Commission
operated detention homes servelocalitiesthat are members of itscommission and may contract with other locdlities.
L ocally operated detention homes are operated by one locality but may also serve others. Localitiesthat do not
operateahome and do not belong to acommission typically have agreementswith other detention homes.

Where Do They Come From?

Thefiguresand tablesthat follow show how the number of detention admissionsvariesacrossthe state.

Figure 4: FY 2000 Admissions Table 4: FY 2000 Detention Home
Admissions, Capacity, and ADP

tion rangesfrom alow of 62% (L oudoun) to ahigh of 271%
(Henrico). Therecent opening of the JamesRiver Regiona de-
tentionhomewill aleviateovercrowding at Henrico.

Number of Detention Placements Detention Home Pre-D Only  All Detainees
W 1,000 to 1,500 Admissions Capacity ADP
B 500 to 999 .
B 100 to 140 Region |
H st Highlands 494 200 239
Lynchburg 882 48 41.0
i New River 429 200 289
: Roanoke* 485 21 285
Shenandoah 1,012 2| 424
WW Moore] 736 300 376
Region |1
> A quick glance at the map shows that the areas detaining the Cuipeper 680 0 391
largest number of juvenilesare Northern Virginia(Washington HFg:gg 1’222 15(1) 122'2
D.C. ared), the Greater Richmond area, and Tidewater (par- Coudonn 730 2l 148
ticularly VirginiaBeach and Norfolk). Northern Virginia 814 70| 610
> Admissonsat Tidewater Detention Homewere61% higher than Northwestern 476 32| 236
the next most numerouslocation, Richmond. Prince William 917 40 495
Rappahannock 966 21 41.3
» Seven detention homesreceived over 50% of thetotal pre-dis- Richmond 1,644 60| 1032
positional admissionsin FY 2000. Indescending order of ad-  [Region 111
missions, they are: Chesterfield 1,066 33 60.5
1) Tidewater ~ 4) Newport News - ;:?;; ;2? 421; jg'g
2)Richmond  5) Norfolk Newport News 1,476 20 92
3) Fairfax 6) Chesterfield Norfolk 1,249 go| 821
7) Shenandoah Vdley Tidewater 2,639 100 1421
> Statewidedetention utilizationis122%. Detentionhomeutilizaa  [TOTAL 20281) 932| 1.170.0

In Table 4, admissions are reported for pre-dispositiona (pre-d)
cases only. Capacity and average daily population (ADP) are
given for the entire population to clarify detention home
conditions. This report focuses on pre-d cases, which histori-
cally represent about 95% of al admissions.

*Roanoke expanded to 48 beds in June 2000. The capacity
was 21 throughout the other eleven months of the fisca year.

Analyses based upon the COPS database require the following cautions: (1) Since dispositional status is not consistently recorded, separation of pre- and
post-dispositional admissions was accomplished by other means. (2) All analyses were conducted on data submitted prior to October 2, 2000, when a new
Juvenile Tracking System module, the Detention Home System, was activated. (3) No code exists for locating juvenile cases transferred to Circuit Court.
(4) COPS does not provide a unique identifier for juveniles, making it difficult to perform data edits on multiple admissions for a given juvenile. (5) Editing

and other forms of data quality control ensure that these are the best obtainable data as of February 28, 2001.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Table 5, a-c: FY 2000 Admissions per CSU

a: Region |
CSuU Location Admissions
010 |Charlotte Court House 345
021 [Martinsville 121
022  |Rocky Mount 640
023 |SalenYRoanoke County 286
23A  |Roanoke City 444
024  |Lynchburg 736
025 |Staunton 523
027  |Pulaski 272
028 |Abingdon 265
029 |Pearisburg 150
030 |Gate City 298
4,080
b: Region Il
Csu Location Admissions
013 |Richmond 1,660
014 |Henrico 947
015 |Fredericksburg 1,166
016 |Charlottesville 697
017 |Arlington 481
17F |Fals Church 15
018 |Alexandria 271
019 |Fairfax 1,541
20L |Loudoun 309
20W  (Warrenton 66
026  |Winchester 464
031 [Manassas 994
8,611
c: Region 111
Ccsu Location Admissions
001 |Chesapeake 682
002 |Virginia Beach 1,265
02A  |Accomec 142
003 |Portsmouth 443
004 |Norfolk 1,110
005 |Suffolk 263
006 |Hopewell 425
007  |Newport News 994
008 [Hampton 463
009 |Williamsburg 312
011 |Petersburg 394
012 |Chesterfield 1,058
7,551

» Admissonsto detention contributed by theregions
were: Region| (20%); Region 1l (43%); and Re-
gionlll (37%). Although Regionlll hadthegreet-
est number of felony and misdemeanor intakes (see
Table 2), Region Il hasthe greatest number of
detentionadmissions. Thisislargely becausein-
takesfor the 19th CSU (Fairfax) arenot included
inTable1. The 19th CSU did not usethe JTS
during FY 2000, but itsdetention admissonswere
recorded in COPS. (Seethefootnote on page8
for more about the COPS database.)

» NineCSUswereresponsiblefor over 50% of FY
2000 detention admissions. Fivearein Region
[1, four arein Region I11. In descending order,
they are:

CSU 13 (Richmond)
CSU 19 (Fairfax)

CSU 2 (VirginiaBeach)
CSU 15 (Fredericksburg)
CSU 4 (Norfolk)

CSU 12 (Chegterfield)
CSU 31 (Manassas)
CSU 7 (Newport News)
CSU 14 (Henrico)

» The 24" CSU detained thelargest percentage of
juvenilesinRegion|, 18%.

» Admissions from the 13", 15" and 19" CSUs
accounted for morethan half of all admissonsin
Regionll.

> Admissionsfromthe 2™, 4", and 12" CSUs ac-
counted for dmost haf of al admissonsin Region
I,

Figure 5: FY 2000 Admissionsby Region

Region|
20%

Regionll|
37%

Regionll
43%
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Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?

When Do They Get Here?

Itiscommonly believed that the juvenile detention homesare busiest during the summer and part of winter, dueto
school breaks during these seasons. The conventional wisdomisthat whenthey are out of school with nothing to
do, juvenilesaremorelikely to get into trouble.

Totest thetruth behind thisbelief, we havetaken the number of juvenilesdetained each month for fiscal years 1997
t0 2000. Figure 6 showsthe percentage of thetotal admissionsrepresented by each month of thefiscal year (e.g.,
7.9% of admissionsoccurredin duly, 7.6%in August, etc.). For thisanaysis, both pre-dispositional and post-
dispositional detention admissionsare counted.

Figure 6. Statewide Detention Admissions by Month
Pre- and Post-Dispositional Admissions, FY 1997 to 2000

10%

9%

8%

7% A

6% A

5% - T T T T T T T T T T T

Ju Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Ma Apr May Jdun

Percent of Placements

Figure 6 showsusthat for themost part, the monthstraditionally corresponding with school vacationsare actually
dightly lower thanfal and spring. Admissionsbegindropping off from May to June, when summer vacation generdly
begins. They continuedroppingin July and August, picking up dightly in September, when studentsfirst return to
school. Admissionsdo not increasesignificantly until October, when students have been back in school amonth or
more. They drop again in November and December, months which include along Veteran's day weekend and
Thanksgiving, aswell asalonger, traditional winter vacation, around Christmas. Admissionsareup againin January
and February, when studentshave returned to school, increasing sharply in March. After adipin April, they riseagain
inMay before beginning the summer decline.

These dataare certainly not enough to suggest that juveniles are “ better behaved” when they are out of school.
However, they do refutethe common belief that detention homesare bus est during thesevacation months. Thereare
afew possible explanationsfor why detention homesare busier during the school year.

» During breaksfrom school, at-risk juvenilesare not associating with delinquent classmates. Compul sory school
attendance bringstogether juvenilesfrom acrossaschool district. Somejuvenileswill beexposed to negative peer
influences, which may lead them to becomeinvolved in offensesthat they might not otherwise have committed.

» Some offensesmay beschool-related. Misdemeanor assaultsmay bemorelikely to occur when theselarge groups
of juvenilesare brought together. Possession of drugson school property may be morelikely to lead to detention
than possession in another public area, or at home. Also, school attendance may be arequirement of ajuvenile
offender’ s probation, so truancy could lead to ajuvenile being detained on aprobation violation.

» Duringtheschool year, ajuvenile’ sbehavior ismore closely monitored by school officials. Offensesthat occur
year-round may only benoticed whenthejuvenilesareunder thisofficia scrutiny.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study




Who Are They?

Figures 7-9 and Table 6 demonstrate that the typical detaineeisaBlack malebetweentheagesof 15and 17.
Table 7 comparesVirginia sdetention rateto the national average.

Figure 7. Detention Home Admissions

By Age, FY 2000

19 and over
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16
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13

5,323
5,096

Age

12 and under

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000
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Figure 8: Detention Home Admissions
By Sex, FY 1992 - FY 2000
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Figure 9: Detention Home Admissions
By Race, FY 1992 - FY 2000
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» InFY 2000, approximately 75% of statewide
detention admissionswere between 15and 17
yearsof age.

» Consistent with national data, the majority of
juvenilesdetained in Virginiaare between the
agesof 15and 17. Virginiadetainsalarger
percentageof 17 year-oldsthanthenation, 26%
compared to 18%. Thiscould bedueto some
gates juvenilecourt jurisdictionsending at age
15 or 16.

» Seventeen year-oldswerethe most common

agegroup admitted from Regions| and 11, while
16 year-oldsweremorecommonin Regionlll.

¢,Buo1 MoH pue ‘Aymn ‘OYM ‘UBUAA ‘@I8UAMNA - | UOI1D8S

» FromFY 1992to FY 2000, the percentage of
mal e detai nees decreased dightly from 80%to
75%, with acorrespondingincreasefor femaes.

» Femaesrepresented about 25% of admissions
fromal threeregions.

» Despitethefact that therewas agreater per-
cent increasein the number of casesinvolving
detention among femal esthan among males,
malestill far outnumbered femaesamong de-
tained cases.

> Thesedataare cond stent with national trends.

» In1997, nationally, 44% of detention admis-
sionswere Black, 53% White, and 3% of an-
other race.

» Between FY 1992 and FY 2000, inVirginia,
the proportion of detaineeswho were Black
decreased from 57% to 52%. In FY 2000:

0 In Region |, 38% of admissions were
Black, and 60% were White. The oppo-
StewastrueinRegion |11, with61% Black
and 36% White.

0 Regionll hadthelargest number of admis-
sonsfrom juvenilesof other races, dmost
10% of theregion’'stotal. Blacksrepre-
sented 50% and Whites about 40%.
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(;'7 Table 6: Detention Home Admissions by Court Service Unit, FY 2000
M Age Sex, and Race
% Sex Race TOTAL*
L 19& :
= 18 Female Male White Black Other
% over
= 010 19 16| 48] 56| 101] 104 of o 61 284 129 215 1 345
S 021 1] e 20 29 31 34 of o 17| 104 41l 77 3 121
= 022 23] 39 123] 136] 155 161 2 1] 144 496 277] 360 3 640
< 023 1] 9 35 e 60 102 1] o 79 207 258 25 3 286
= 23A 25| 39| 84 109 o0 96 of 1 83 356 162] 28] 0 444
E 024 59| 67] 98 153 150 198 1] 2| 169 567 335 392 9 736
= 025 20| 39| 81 140 136 97 1] o 152 371 396] 114 13 523
i 027 71 18] 54 63 64 66 of o 78 194 213 55 4 272
o 028 6] 18] 33 50 59 98 o o 85 180 225 37 3 265
= 029 of 10 19 20 40 60 o o0 34 116 143 51 2 150
o 030 16| 23] 44 580 70| 86 of o 88 210 289 g 1 298
5 Region| | 196] 284] 639 880 956 1,102] 5| 4] 995| 3085 2468 1570 42| 4,080
S 013 67| 132] 273] 343 401 405| 28] 2] 393 1267 45| 16100 5 1,660
! 014 41 69 136 222| 225] 250 1] o 227 720 394] 525 28 947
015 38 78] 165 263 307] 305 9 1 274] 892 73] 384 550 1,166
016 28] 40| 77| 174 191] 184 3] o 166 531] 353 338 6 697
017 17l 31] 78 97| 105 151 1] o 121 360 58 224 199 481
17F o o 3 3 2 7 o o0 11 14 5 o 10 15
018 11] 26/ 52/ 50 63 69 o o 88 183 24 201 46 271
019 37| 92| 194 286 451 467] 3 o 435 1,106] 785 424] 337 1541
20L 100 19 29 53] 90 108 of o 61 248 188 76 45 309
20W of 2 7 11 200 26 of o 12 54 52 13 1 66
026 16| 28] 74/ 123 93 126] of o 109] 355 369 79 16 464
031 200 71| 139 252| 246 258 2| o 235 759] 485| 421 88 994
Region!l | 285 588 1,227| 1,877| 2,194] 2,356| 47| 3 2,122| 6,489 3,490] 4,295| 826 8611
001 34| 58 83 146 171] 180 5 0o 140 542 290 382 10 682
002 400 871 175| 277] 343] 339] 1] o 371 894 e62] 551 52 1,269
02A 100 14 24 271 32 32 of o 30 112 33 107 7 142
003 24/ 31 71 90 111 110] 1] 4 99| 344 108 333 2 443
004 45] 86| 220 247] 264] 2371 4 3 201] 819 180 90| 25 1,110
005 4 190 34 559 65 76 5 o 571 208 72[ 191] 0 263
006 24 371 63 91] 100 108 2[ o 110 315 150 265 10 425
007 371 71 121] 235 271] 258 o] o 248 746 239 734] 21 994
008 17] 36| 84 113 116] 97 of o 120 343 129 328 6 463
009 8] 24 38 66 85 87 3 o 71 2411 170] 133 4 312
011 6] 30| 55 113 97] 89 3 o 64 330 68 326 0O 3%
012 42| 81 164 250 2771 234 4] 1] 250 s8ogl 625 387 46 1,058
Region 1l [ 201| 574 1,137 1,714 1,932 1,847| 28] 8§ 1,851 5700 2,726| 4642 183 7551
TOTAL* | 773] 1,447] 3,003 4,476| 5,096| 5323| 80| 15 4,971| 15310 8,700 10,520 1,061] 20,281}

*Totals include admissions in which the detaining CSU was reported by the detention home to be unknown, and therefore may not equal the sum of the
three regions. Age categories do not sum to total due to date of birth errors in 68 cases.
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Table 7: Virginia and National Detention Rates

Population
U.S. Total - 1997

Virginia - 1997
Virginia - 1999*

Total

M ale

154.9
259.0
272.0

Detained Juvenilesper 100,000 Aged 10-17 in the Population
Female

33.8
73.6
75.9

W hite Black Hispanic  Other
127.8
132.6
194.4

1997 rates are of juveniles detained on October 27, 1997. 1999 rates are of juveniles detained on October 25, 1999.

Detention Rate by Virginia CSU, October 25, 1999* (Race/ethnicity data unavailable)

Csu
001
002
02A
003
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
013
014
015
016
017
17F
018
019
20L

20W
021
022
023
23A
024
025
026
027
028
029
030
031

Total

136.3
141.3
197.7
282.4
357.3
138.5
244.9
412.4
196.5
81.4
107.2
204.9
203.6
748.7
276.1
132.4
94.4
326.6
0.0
437.8
124.2
58.0
57.0
84.6
282.5
98.5
392.5
198.1
102.7
73.9
114.8
92.1
42.7
146.7
159.3

M ale

236.5
203.5
231.2
435.2
558.1
217.4
354.6
611.7
306.7
122.7
196.1
346.4
312.8
1,210.0
454.7
201.4
131.8
505.8
0.0
646.2
182.8
101.9
109.3
164.8
467.5
122.8
683.5
322.3
172.8
109.1
164.5
126.3
40.8
184.7
239.8

Female

31.8
77.0
162.3
125.3
149.4
56.5
127.1
206.9
84.8
39.2
12.3
53.1
91.7
269.4
90.9
59.2
54.5
132.4
0.0
222.5
63.0
11.9
0.0
0.0
86.6
73.2
93.6
68.8
28.8
36.4
60.2
56.5
44.6
106.5
73.3

1997 Detention Rates
U.S. TOTAL: 96 per 100,000.
VIRGINIA: 169 per 100,000.

180

S 160 :
8 140 VA - 169

80 US- 96

20

Detention Rate (per
N
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Figure 10: 1997 Detention Rates
Ratesallow regionsof different szesto becom-
pared onanequal level. Using ratesdlowsusto
comparenationd, state, and local level detention
prectices. Ratesarecd culated by dividingthenum-
ber of juvenilesdetained by thenumber inthe popu-
lation, and multiplying theresult by 100,000. For
example, thenumber of juvenilemaesdetainedis
divided by thenumber of juvenilemdesinthe popu-
lation, and then multiplied by 100,000.

» Virginiadetainsjuvenilesat ahigher ratethan
thenation. In1997, Virginiadetained 72.5ju-
venilesmoreper 100,000 thanthetotd for the
nation. Detentionratescanvary for many rea
sons, and neither ahigher nor alower rateis
necessaxily desirable. For example, alower de-
tention ratecoul dindicateinsufficient accessto
detention space.

» Racid and gender disparity indetentionrates
doesnot necessarily indicategender or recedis-
aimination. Anexaminaionintotheroot causes
of racid and gender digparity isbeyondthescope
of thisreport.

*1999 Virginia rates calculated using COPS data and U.S. census data. 1997 Virginia and U.S. rates calculated using counts of detained juveniles reported
from the OJIDP website and U.S. census data. Census data retrieved from U.S. Census Bureau website, March 2001. Rates are of the population between
the ages of 10 and the limit of the juvenile courts jurisdiction. In Virginia, this includes ages 10 to 17. Nationally, the upper limit varies. This is accounted

for in the rates above.
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Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?

Why Are They Here?
Table 8: Statewide Admissions by Offense
FY 2000

Offense Felony M isdemeanor Other

Type Class1 Class2-4

Technical 109 305 0 7,748 8,162
Property 2,658 1,461 10 274 4,403
Person 1,604 2,639 0 0 4,243
Drugs 717 84 71 2 874
Other 53 565 50 70 738
Weapons 164 431 3 7 605
JDR 0 0 0 282 282
Arson 194 54 2 30 280
Traffic 10 106 33 47 196
CHINS 0 0 0 168 168
Alcohol 0 162 1 1 164
CHINSup 0 0 0 147 147
Family 6 0 6 7 19
TOTAL 5,515 5,807 176 8,783 20,281

Unclassified misdemeanors (M9s) have been split among the Class 1 and Class 2-4 misde-

meanors according to penalty structure. Unclassified misdemeanors for which an adult

could be placed in jail for 0-12 months were identified as Class 1, all others as Class 2-4.

The “Other” category includes Special Penalty offenses (e.g., technical violations), status

offenses, and charges that are designated “type not clear from record.” See Appendix G for

a list of the various offense headings grouped into each Offense Type.

Only the most serious offensefor which ajuvenile was detained was reported
on the Community Population System (COPS) database. If ajuvenile scase
involved multiple charges, themonthly detention homereport (JC34) included
only themost seriousoffense. Therefore, these data cannot be used to esti-
matetrendsfor |ess serious offenses, which would be obscured if more seri-
ouschargesexisted. For example, if ajuvenilewasdetained while awaiting
disposition for robbery and larceny, only the robbery should have beenre-

ported. Insuch acase, theinformationfor thelarceny islost.

Technical violations by far represent the largest number of detention ad-
missionsfor FY 2000. Technical violationsinclude probation/paroleviola-
tions, contempt of court, and failureto appear (FTA) incourt. Theseoffenses
represent over 40% of all FY 2000 admissions, almost asmany as property
and person offenses combined. The COPS database does not indicate the
origind chargefor thesetechnical violations, sowe cannot identify the offense
typeor seriousnesslevd. Itisasoimpossibleto determinefactorssuch asthe
length of timeajuvenilemay have been on probation, or the number of viola-
tionsthat occurred prior to thejuvenile being detained.

Thesedataare consi stent with thestudy findingsdetailedin Sectionl. Inthat
study, 81% of juvenileson formal supervision who came beforeintake (on
either anew chargeor onatechnical violation) weredetained. Seventy-eight
percent of juvenileswith only atechnica violation weredetained. Although
thoseresultsare only applicableto the cases examined, they are supported by
these statewide data.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study

» Felony offensesaccounted for

27% of al statewide detention
admissionsin FY 2000. Forty-
eight percent of felony admis-
sionsweredueto property vio-
lations, 29% were for person
offenses, and 13% were for
drug offenses. Only about 2%
of felony admissionswerefor
technicd violations whichwould
includefailureto appear before
the court onafelony charge.

Thirty percent of admissions
were due to misdemeanor of -
fenses, 99% of which were
Class 1 offenses. Most of the
Class 1 misdemeanor admis-
sions were due to person of-
fenses (45%), and 25% werefor
property crimes. Only 5% of
Class 1 misdemeanor admis-
sonswereduetotechnical vio-
lations, whichwouldindudefail-
ure to appear before the court
for aClass 1 misdemeanor.

Theremaining statewide deten-
tion admissions (43%) were
classfied ashaving aseriousness
level of “Other.” Thesewere
primarily technical violations
(88%). Becauseof thereport-
ing method used in the COPS
database, data on the original
chargefor thesetechnica viola
tionswerenot availablefor ex-
amination.

Theseriousnessof offenseispart
of thecriteriafor detaining juve-
niles. Juvenileswhodonot meet
theoffensecriteriacould ill be
detained if they meet other cri-
teria, such asrecent failuresto

appear.




How Long Are They Staying?

Length of stay (LOS) in detention homes has become amajor concerninrecent years. A juvenile' sreleasefrom
detention and LOS are typically at the discretion of the judge, in accordance with §16.1-248.1 of the Code of
Virginia. Bed space utilization issues often contribute to overcrowding, thusinfluencing LOStrends. A longer
average L OS could lead to overcrowding, whichinturn could limit accessto detention.

Theintervalsselected for daysjuveniles spent in detention (0-3, 4-21, 22-51, and 52 or more) are consistent with
statutesfound inthe Codeof Virginia. Pursuant to 816.1-250, detained juvenilesshall appear beforeajudgeonthe
next day on which court sits, not to exceed 72 hours. Pursuant to 816.1-277.1, ajuvenile must bereleased from
securedetention if thereisno adjudicatory or transfer hearing within 21 daysfromtheinitia date of detention.

Additiondly, after thecompl etion of theadjudicatory hear-

ing, thejuvenile must bereleased from detentioniif the
disposition hearing isnot completed within 30 days of
theadjudicatory or transfer hearing. The court may ex- 10000

Figure 11: Days in Detention
FY 1999 and 2000 Admissions
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tend thetimelimitsfor areasonable period of timebased 3
upon good causeshown. Thereareavariety of reasons g
that ajuvenile may bein detention for longer than 21 g
days, includingthecompletion of asocid history investi- ¢
gation and appeal hearings. Caseson appeal arein- g
cluded among the pre-dispositional casesinthisstudy. g
Appeal s can cause exceptionally long detention stays, ét@
whilethejuvenileawaitsthe higher court’sdecision.
0-3Days 4-21 22-51 @ 52+
Table 9: LOS by Detention Home 1999 M 2000
Length of Stay Prny Note: Toanayze LO_S, both an admissi on_and a
Detention Home  0-3days 4-21 22-51 52+ LOS release date are required. For our analysis, we
Cuipeper 154] 355 120] 30] 16 | 2000admissions).
Fairfax 336| 633 276(112] 22 » Theaverage LOS statewide was 18 daysin
Henrico 252| 286 187] 90| 21 FY 1999 and 19 daysin 2000. Loudoun had
Highlands 133 232| 83| 29| 17 the shortest average LOS in FY 2000 (12
Loudoun 199 156 40| 16 12 days). Both the Fairfax and the Newport
Lynchburg 310 375| 117 47| 16 News detention homes had thelongest aver-
Merrimac 176 354 112 571 19 ageLOSinFY 2000 (22 days).
Ex Fg;:eﬁl\ﬂey ;‘7‘2 ;22 3?2 122 ;g > Inboth 1999 and 2000, almost 75% of cases
D statewide were released within 21 days of
Norfolk — 269 540] 297) 78 20 placement. Loudoun released 86% of cases
Northern Virginia 164 346| 135| 60 21 within 21 daysin FY 2000.
Northwestern 147) 218 50 27] 16
Prince William 286l 373 125 43 15 » Statewide, about 7% of detained juveniles
Rappahannock >72 490 135 43 14 stayed more than 51 days in both FY 1999
Richmond 545 485 365/ 168] 20 and 2000. InFY 2000, four detention homes
Roanoke 110l 214] 105 37 20 (Crater, Henrico, Newport News, and Rich-
Shenandoah Valley 21| 580 144 28] 14 mond) had morethan 10% of their casesre-
Tidewater 612| 1,230 524|178 18 main in detention more than 51 days.
WW Moore 220 201] 81| 48] 16 Shenandoah had thelowest percentege (3%).
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Table 10, a-c: LOS by CSU, FY 2000

a: Region | » TheRegion| averageLOS (17 days) wasthe
Length of Stay (Days) Average shortest of the three statewide administrative

CSu 03 421 2251 52+ LOS regions.

Q-
(@)
g
-
%
T
;% 010 %] 155 o6 18] 16 0 The29" CSU had the shortest aver-
= 021 37 52 13 10 18 ageLOS (11 days); the 27" CSU had
S 022 210) 261 69 3] 15 thelongest average L OS (23 days).
- 023 76 133 46 13 15 )

i >3A 109 194 93 | 20 0 Most of the Region | CSUs had a
; 024 537 315 109 | 18 shorter average LOSthan the state-
< 025 166 69 0 Bl 13 wide FY 2000 average of 19 days.
§ 027 79 99 42 241 23 » The Region Il average LOS (18 days) was
. 028 82 121 38 18| 17 shorter than the statewide average of 19 days.
E 029 49 L 11 of 11 0 CSU 20L had the shortest average
= 030 64] 140 64 15 18 LOS (11 days); the 17" CSU had the
B TOTAL 1,205 1,816 595 227 17 longest average L OS (23 days).
c : i
2 o-Region Lengthiof Stay (Bays) Eae— o FiveCSUsinRegion Il had alonger
o average L OSthanthe statewide aver-
) CSuU 0-3 4-21 22-51 52+ LOS ageL OS.

013 548 490 372 168 20

014 256 355 195 ol 20 » TheRegion Il average LOS (20 days) was

015 338 585 162 a8 14 Ion.geﬂ of thethree statewide administrative

016 154 384 116 25| 15 regions.

017 95 192 90 411 23 0 CSU 2A hadtheshortest averageLOS

17F S 4 1 2] 22 (14 days); the 6" CSU had thelong-

018 55 117 43 171 19 est average LOS (27 days) for both

019 344 633 276 112 22 theregion and statewide.

228\/';/ 12‘11 1(2)3 28 12 ig 0 SevenCSUsinRegionlll haq alonger

006 156 >33 = a1 %gi%esl_.OSthan the statewide aver-

031 296 433 130 44 15

TOTAL 2402 | 3555( 1,464 586 18
c. Region 11
Length of Stay (Days)
(02X] 4-21 22-51

001 123 364 122 46 20

002 335 550 260 74 17

02A 27 76 24 4 14

003 107 194 94 28 19

004 245 466 273 74 20

005 46 131 51 30 22

006 78 172 87 71 27

007 214 382 249 114 24

008 143 147 127 31 20

009 65 129 54 43 25

011 161 119 74 25 15

012 384 342 195 77 18

TOTAL 1,928 3,072| 1,610 617 20
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Table 11: Offense Severity and LOS

FY 2000

Offense Severity LOS (Days)
(released j uveniles)
Felony 0-3 304 569 557 1,430
4-21 383 722| 838 1,943
22-51 176] 404 540 1,120
52+ 91 252| 312 655
Class1 0-3 450 722| 715 1,887
Misdemeanor 4-21 579 864| 993 2,436
22-51 136] 305 477 918
52+ 45 102 121 268
Class 2-4 0-3 4 26 17 47
Misdemeanor 4-21 15 39 23 77
22-51 1 22 9 32
52+ 0 6 3 9
Probati on/Parole 0-3 231 564| 319 1,114
Violation 4-21 458 1,229| 714 2,401
22-51 174] 549 446 1,169
52+ 49| 182 157 388
Contempt of Court 0-3 162| 333 187 682
4-21 335 576] 323 1,234
22-51 98| 141| 100 339
52+ 36 35 15 86
CHINSup 0-3 3 53 18 74
4-21 3 13 34 50
22-51 1 4 6 11
52+ 0 0 3 3
CHINS 0-3 0 28 7 35
4-21 1 13 20 34
22-51 0 1 1 2
52+ 0 1 1 2
Other 0-3 51 107| 108 266
4-21 42 99| 127 268
22-51 9 38 31 78
52+ 6 8 5 19
TOTAL 0-3 1,205| 2,402 1,928 5,535
4-21 1,816| 3,555| 3,072 8,443
22-51 595| 1,464| 1,610 3,669
52+ 227| 586| 617 1,430

Juveniles Charged with...

... Felonies

» Twenty-eight percent werereleased within 72 hours. Most, however,
were held in detention between four and 21 days (38%). Thesejuveniles
weremorelikely than othersto stay morethan 21 days(34%). Lengthsof
stay beyond 51 dayswere also more common for thesejuveniles (13%).
Juvenilescharged with feloniesrepresent 46% of al casesdetained more

than 51 days.

Note: In Tables 10 and 11, admissions in which the detaining CSU is unknown (0.2%) and admissions
in which the release date was not reported (5.8%) are excluded. Appendix | provides LOS and Offense
information by individual court service unit. Data Source: COPS

Spring 2001

...Class 1 Misdemeanors

» Thirty-four percent werereleased
from secure detention within 72
hours. Most remained in deten-
tion between four and 21 days
(44%).

...Technical Violations

» Technical violations have been
brokeninto two groupsin Table
11: juvenilescharged with viola-
tionsof probation or parole, and
juvenilescharged with contempt
of court (whichincludesfailures
to appear). Those charged with
probation or parole violations
were less likely to be released
withinthreedays(22%vs. 29%),
andweremorelikely to stay over
21 days(31%vs. 18%).

» Of dl offense severity levels, ju-
venilescharged with probation or
parole violations were the | east
likely to be released within 72
hours(22%). They wereadsothe
second most likely to stay beyond
21 days (31%). Eight percent
stayed beyond 51 days. These
juveniles represent 27% of all
cases detained more than 51

days.
...Status Offenses

» Juvenilescharged with status of -
fenses (CHINS and CHINSup)
were more likely to bereleased
within 72 hours than juveniles
charged with other offenses. Of
the 73 released juvenileswho had
been charged with CHINS, al but
four (95%) werereleased within
21 days. Of the 138 juveniles
charged with CHINSup, 90%
werereleased within 21 days.

» An effort was made to verify
CHINS, CHINSup, and Class 2-
4 misdemeanor chargeswiththe
detaining CSU.
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Section | - Where, When, Who, Why, and How Long?

Main Findings

Virginia detains juveniles at a higher rate than the national average.

In 1997, the national detention ratewas 96 juveniles per 100,000, whiletheratefor Virginiawas 169 juvenilesper
100,000. 1n 1999, the Virginiadetention rateroseto 176. 1999 national dataare not availablefromthe 1997 data
source. Detention ratesvary acrossthe state.

In FY 2000, technical violations represented 40% of detention admissions.
Technical violationsinclude probation and paroleviolations, contempt of court, and failuresto appear.

Detention home capacity is expected to increase 59% between FY 2000 and 2003.
Theat-risk population (juvenilesaged 10-17) isprojected to grow by about 5% for thisperiod.

In FY 2000, detention utilization averaged 122%.
Individua detention home utilization ranged between 62% and 271%.

Nine CSUs were responsible for over 50% of FY 2000 detention admissions.
All nineareinthe Northern and Eastern Regions.

In FY 2000, about 75% of detention cases were released within 21 days.
About 7% stayed beyond 51 days. Forty-six percent of detention caseslasting beyond 51 dayswerefor felony
charges. Twenty-seven percent werefor violationsof probation or parole.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study
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Section Il - A Focused Study

Background

Detention homes statewide wereeligiblefor thisgrant-funded study, but al respondentswere from the Richmond,
Tidewater, and Northern Virginiaareas. Loca planning groups (Juvenile Crime Enforcement Coalitions, or JCECS)
associ ated with seven detention homes and representing 32 localities, participated inthestudy. They areidentified here
by the detention homewith which they areassociated: Richmond, Rappahannock, Norfolk, Newport News, Fairfax,
Merrimac, and Loudoun. A list of the participating localitiescan befound in Appendix H.

Figure 12: Map of Juvenile Crime Enforcement Coalitions

Participating JCECs
Detention Home Utilization Study 2000

H Loudoun

B Merrimac

O Fairfax

[ New port New's
H Norfolk

[] Rappahannock
B Richmond

[] Other Localities

In November and December 2000, 656 intakeswere coded aspart of thisstudy (348 detained, 308 released). The
number of intakesvaried by JCEC. Informationsolicited included demographics, offense history, and aggravating or
mitigating factorsthat influenced the detention placement decision. (Formswere completed for detention decisions
made at theintakelevel only. Judicial detention decisionswerenot included. A copy of theformisincludedin
Appendix E of thisreport.) These datacannot be generaized to describeall intakesfor ayear, but they can provide
someingght into thedetention decision-making process. 1t should be understood, however, that al conclusonsdrawn
fromthisdataapply only tothe casesin thisstudy.

JCECsareidentified geographicaly by the detention home
intowhichthelocditiesfeed. However, thelocaitiesmay,on Figure 13: Responses from the JCECs
occasion, placetheir detaineeselsewhere.

Loudoun

Fairfax County could not provide an adequate number of cod-
ing formsrelative to the number of actual detention orders
issued (lessthan 50%). Asaresult, it would beinappropriate
to draw any inferencesfrom the datacollected. For thisrea
son, Fairfax JCEC isnot included in these summary pages. Merrimac

Newport News
Appendix H dsoincludeseach JCEC' sindividua responses Richmond

onthecoding form. ‘ ‘
0 50 100 150

l Detained M Released

Norfolk
Fairfax

Rappahannock
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Characteristics of Typical Cases
Table 12: Characteristics of Detained and Released Juveniles*

Detained Cases (301) Released Cases (270)

Among the juveniles at intake who were detained: Among the juveniles at intake who were released:
> 71% were between the ages of 15 and 17 > 63% were between the ages of 15 and 17
> 76% were male > 76% were male
> 63% were non-white > 60% were non-white »
> 47% had at least one felony charge as a current > 28% had at least one felony charge as a current or =
or pending offense pending offense E
> 54% had at |east one misdemeanor as a current or > 77% had at |east one misdemeanor as a current or O
pending offense pending offense 1);
> 38% had at least one prior felony charge > 17% had at least one prior felony charge o
c
> 68% had at |east one prior misdemeanor charge > 41% had at least one prior misdemeanor charge -
o
> 49% were on formal supervision at the time of > 13% were on forma supervision at the time of %)
intake intake s
> 21% displayed a negative attitude during intake > 6% displayed a negative attitude during intake =
> 38% had caregivers who were cons dered to be > 64% had caregivers who were cons dered to be
capable of meeting their needs capable of meeting their needs
> 28% were considered likely to flee or fail to > 6% were considered likely to flee or fail to appear
appear
> 17% were at intake for a technical violation only > 6% were at intake for a technical violation only

*Fairfax not included.

Noteworthy trends:

Non-Whitemales, ages 15-17, represented the majority of both detained and released juveniles. When comparing
detained and rel eased juvenileson other factors, thefollowing differenceswereidentified:

Detained juvenilesweremorelikely to be beforeintake on afelony charge.

Released juvenileswere morelikely to be beforeintake on amisdemeanor charge.

Detained juvenilesweremorelikely to haveeither aprior felony or aprior misdemeanor.

Detained juvenileswere morelikely to be onformal supervision at thetimeof intake.

Detained juvenilesweremorelikely to display anegativeattitude at intake.

Released juvenileswere morelikely to have caregiverswho were considered to be capabl e of meeting their
needs.

Detained juvenilesweremorelikely to beat risk of flight or of failing to appear at their adjudicatory hearings.
Detained juvenilesweremorelikely to have no offense other than atechnical violationintheir current charges.

YV V V YV V V

Y VvV
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Table 13: Characteristics of Juveniles Charged With Felonies, Misdemeanors, and
Technical Violations*

215 266 6/

Among juveniles at intake with a Among juvenilesat intake with a Among juenilesat intake for a
felony as their mos serious mi Sdemeanor as their mog serious technical violation only:
current or pending charge: current or pending charge:
> T72% were between the ages > 62% were between the ages of > 78% were between the ages
- of 15and 17 15and 17 of 15and 17
= > 86% were mae > 70% were mae > 69% were mae
& > 60% were non-white > 63% were non-white > 61% were non-white
k5 > 32% had & | east one prior > 20% had & | east one prior > 49% had a leagt one prior
= fd ony charge fe ony charge fe ony charge
3 > 52% had a least one prior > 48% had & least one prior > 91% had at least one prior
::" mi sdemeanor charge mi sdemeanor charge mi sdemeanor charge
D > 27% wereon forma > 22% wereon formad > 91% wereon formad
g supervision at the time of supervision at the time of supervision at the time of
o intake intake intake
g > 15% displayed anegative > 14% displayed anegative > 10% displayed anegative
] attitude during intake attitude during intake attitude during intake
> 40% had caregivers who > 59% had caregiverswho were > 49% had caregivers who
were considered capabl e of considered capable of meeting were considered capabl e of
meeting thei r needs the r needs meeting thei r needs
> 18% were considered likely > 14% were cond dered likdly to > 34% were considered likely
to flee or fal to appear flee or fal to appear to flee or fal to appear
> 65% were deta ned > 35% were detained > 78% were detai ned

Note: Some juveniles charged with felonies and misdemeanors were also charged with violation of probation or parole. These juveniles were included in
either the felon or misdemeanant categories only. The category identified as technical violators above includes only juveniles with no misdemeanor or

felony charges at the time of intake.
*Fairfax not included.

Noteworthy trends:

»  Juvenilescharged with technica violationscould beon either formal or informal supervisionat thetimeof intake.
»  All threegroupswere equdly distributed intermsof race.
»  Although all three groupswere predominatel y mal es between the agesof 15and 17, juvenilescharged with

misdemeanorsweredightly younger juveniles, and juvenilescharged with feloniesweremorelikely tobemale.

A\

Only asmall portion of each group had anegativeattitude at intake.

»  Juvenilescharged with misdemeanorswerethe most likely to have caregivers considered capabl e of meeting
their needs, whilejuvenilescharged withfeloniesweretheleast likely.
»  Juvenilescharged withtechnical violationswerethe most likely to be considered at risk of flight or failureto
appear at their adjudicatory hearing.
»  Juvenilescharged with technical violationswerethe most likely to be detained while juveniles charged with
misdemeanorsweretheleast likely.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study




Factors I nfluencing the Decision to Detain

The detention screening form was designed to assessthe influence of certain factorson detention placement decisions.
Thesefactorsincluded demographic variables, Code of Virginia detention criteriafor detention placement (8 16.1-
248.1), aswell asother el ementsthat were thought to have someimpact on the detention decision process.

Anaysisof theresponsesprovided by the court service unitsidentified fivefactorsthat were strongly influentia inthe
detention decision-making process.* All other factorswereshownto havelittleor noimpact. 1t should beemphasized
that theseresultsare only applicableto casesin thisstudy and cannot be generalized to all intakes, either statewide
or inthelocalitiesparticipating inthisstudy.

Fivefactorswere determined to have asignificant impact on the detention decision:

> Qupervisonstatus: Juvenileswhowereonformal supervisionweresignificantly morelikely to be detained.
Eighty-one percent of juvenilesonformal supervision at thetimeof intakeweredetained. Forty-eight percent
of juvenilesoninformal supervision and 28% of juvenilesnot under supervision weredetained.

> Perceived attitude of juvenile: Eighty-three percent of juvenileswho were perceived to display anegative
attitude during intake (according to theintake officer) were detained. Forty-seven percent of juvenileswho
did not display anegative attitude were detained.

> Capabhility of caregiver: Seventy-four percent of juvenileswhose caregiverswere considered to beincapable
of meeting their needsweredetained. Thirty-six percent of juvenileswhose caregiverswere considered to be
capable of meeting their needswere detained.

> Riskofflight: Eighty-seven percent of juvenileswho had been given one or more detention ordersor warrants
for escape, runaway, or failureto appear were detained at intake. Forty-six percent of juvenileswho werenot
considered arisk for flight or failureto appear were detained.

> Currentand pending felonies: Sixty-five percent of juvenileswith oneor more current/pending felony charges
weredetained at intake. Forty-five percent of juvenileswith no current/pending felony chargesweredetained.

Figures 14 and 15 demonstrate how these factorswere distributed among the detained and rel eased juveniles. Figure
14 showsthe percent of juveniles detained and rel eased when afactor’s score increased the likelihood of being
detained (e.g., displayed anegative attitude). Figure 15 showsthe percent detained and released when afactor’s
scoreincreased thelikelihood of release (e.g., not considered arisk for flight or failureto appear).

Figure 14: Percent of Juveniles Detained Figure 15: Percent of Juveniles Detained
with Pro-Detention Scores with Pro-Release Scores
100% - 100% -
90% -+ 90% 4
80% -+ 80% 4
70% + 70% A
60% + 60% -
50% -+ 50% 4
40% A 40% 4
30% -+ 30% -+
20% H+ 20% A
10% A 10% A
0% A T T T T 0% - T T T T
Formd Negative  No Capable Flight Risk  Current or No Forma No Negative  Capeble No Flight ~ No Current
Supervision Attitude Caregiver Pending Supervision Attitude Caegiver Risk or Pending
Reason for Detention Referral Felonies Reason for Detention Referral Felonies
B Percent Detained B Percent Reeased B Percent Detained W Percent Released

! Logistical regression analysis was calculated to determine which factors contributed most significantly to the prediction of detained and released
status. The five factors listed above correctly predicted 78% of juveniles detained at intake, and 69% of juveniles released at intake.
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Section Il - A Focused Study

When thesefactorsare combined, their impact ismadeclearer. Of thejuvenilesinthisstudy whowerereleased
directly fromintake, 39% were not onformal supervision, had capable caregivers, did not display anegative
attitude, posed noflight risk, and had no current/pending felony charges. Only 6% of juvenilesdetained had those
characteridtics.

For thisfocused study, datawere collected and analyzed for awide variety of additional factors, which werefound
to havelittle or noinfluence on the detention decision for thissampleof cases. Thosefactorsincluded:

> Juvenilésage » Weapon useduring offense

> Juveniléssex » Employment status

> Juvenilésminority status » Educationd status

» Ganginvolvement » Mentd hedthdatus

» Legal guardian (who wasresponsiblefor the » Recommendation of arresting officer
juveniléscare) » Individuaspresent at intake

» Livingsituation (juvenil€ sresidence) » Aggravating or mitigating factorsinthecase

» Current or pending misdemeanors » Dayssinceoffenseoccurred

> Prior offenses » Wasthevictimamember of thejuvenile's

» Documented history of violence household?

» Substanceabusehistory » Reasonfor detentionreferra

| mplications

It needsto be stressed that these findings are applicabl e only to the group of intakes examined. They cannot be
generalizedto all detention decisions, either statewide or specificto participating localities. That said, thisstudy
hasreved ed someimportant factsregarding the detention decision-making process. Thefactorsidentified heremay or
may not influenced| detention decisions statewide, but they have clearly beenidentified asimportant to many intake
officersinVirginia

Themost obviousfindingisthat juvenileswho cometo intake on chargesof technicd violations haveahigh likelihood
of being detained, regardless of whether they have committed any new criminal offenses. Seventy-eight percent of
juvenilesinthisstudy whowereat intakefor atechnical violation only were detained, compared to 65% of juvenilesat
intakewithacurrent or pending felony charge. These percentagesare consistent with thefinding that 81% of juveniles
onforma supervison at thetimeof intakeweredetained. Thisdataisalso consstent withfindingsin Section |, where
it was shown that 40% of juveniles detained statewidein FY 2000 had atechnical violation astheir most serious
identified charge.

I ndependent of thisstudy, but in recognition that technical violators make up alarge percentage of the detention home
population, the Department of Juvenile Justiceisinthe processof revising its parole guiddinesto make greater use of
graduated sanctions. Theserevisonswill encourage court service unitstoidentify intermediate sanctionsthat fal short
of detention for juvenileswho appear at intakefor paroleviolationswith no new criminal offenses. Consideredinthe
light of thisstudy, thischange could lead to asignificant reductionin detention admissions. 17% of detention admissions
inthisstudy wereat intakefor technical violationsonly. However, thisgroup includes both probation and parole
violators, whereas DJJ spolicy changesaffect paroleviolationsonly.

A second interesting, if not surprising, finding isthat the perceived attitude of thejuvenilescanimpact the detention
decison. Regardlessof theoffense, if thejuvenileisperceived to havedisplayed a negative attitude during theintake
process, he or shewasmorelikely to be detained.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Theattitude of thejuvenileisnot identified inthe COV (816.1-248.1) asacriterion for admission to detention, but all
of thejuvenilesinthisstudy aready met thosecriteria. Thisanaysisdoesnot suggest that anegativeattitudecanget a
juveniledetained regardless of hisor her offense. However, it doesshow that in the cases observed, juvenileswho
weresimilar to released juveniles on other factorsweremorelikely to be detained if theintake officer perceived a
negativeattitudeduringintake. Thiscan beof some concern becauseattitudeisclearly ahighly subjectivefactor.

A find interesting finding iswhat thisanalysisdid not show. Neither race, sex, nor agewerefound to haveanimpact
onthedetention decision for the casesin thisstudy. Thismight seem difficult to accept, giventhat in the previous
sectionwe saw that maesare detained at ahigher ratethan femalesand Non-Whitesare detained at agreater ratethan
Whites. For the casesin thisstudy, Non-White maesbetween the agesof 15 and 17 represented the mgjority of both
detained and rel eased cases. Becausethese groupswererepresented equally among both detained and non-detained
casss, it cannot be seen asafactor inthedecisontodetain. Any selectivebiasoccurred prior to the detention decision
for the casesin this study.

As stated above, these findings cannot be generalized to detention decisions statewide or to all decisionsin the
participating localities. Two specificlimitations prevent generalization. First, intake staff were asked to identify the
comparison sampleof released juveniles. Becausetherel eased caseswere not arandom sampl e, the selection pro-
cess could have biased the comparison group. Second, intake officerswere awarethat they were being observed, and
insome casesfilled out theformsthemselves. Itispossiblethat the knowledgethat their decisonswould beandyzed
could haveinfluenced some officersto makedifferent decis onsthan they would normally make. Duetotheselimita-
tions, it should be understood that these results apply only to the casesexamined inthe study. However, thefinding that
technical violatorshaveahighlikelihood of being detained isconsistent with findingsin Sectionl.

Main Findings

Results apply only to the casesin this study.

Juveniles were more likely to be detained if they met any of these conditions:
» Currently on formal supervision,
» Displayed a negative attitude,
» Caregivers were considered incapable of meeting the juvenile's needs,
» Considered to be arisk of either fleeing or failing to appear, or,
» Current or pending felony charges.

Technical violators have a high likelihood of being detained, regardless of whether they
have any new criminal offenses.
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Section lll - What Do You Have to Say?

Key Decison-Maker Interviews

Weinterviewed key decision-makersin the detention processin each of the seven local planning groupsthat partici-
patedinthisstudy. We spokewith seven juvenileand domestic relations (JDR) district court judges, seven prosecu-
torsand public defenderswho practicein JDR courts, 29 CSU staff (intake and probation officers, supervisors, and
CSU directors), and seven detention home superintendentsand ass stant superintendents. They provided apractitioner’s
perspectiveonavariety of issues. A copy of the questionnaire appearsin Appendix F. Their responsesaregrouped
by subject, below.

Initial Detention Placement Decisions
The primary factors considered in detention placement are the safety of the community and adherenceto Code of
Virginia (COV) detention criteria. Detention criteriaare specifiedin §16.1-248.1, and include:

» Thejuvenileisalleged to have committed an act that would beafel ony or Class 1 misdemeanor if committed
by anadult, and thereisconvincing evidencethat:

0 Herepresentsathresat to either thecommunity or himself, or

0 Hehasthreatened to abscond, or haswillfully failed to appear beforethe court in the past twel ve months.
Thejuvenilehasabsconded from afacility wherehe hasbeen lawfully placed by either ajudge or intake officer.
Thejuvenileisafugitivefromoutsdeof Virginia

Thejuvenilehasfailed to appear in court on asummonsin any caseinwhichitisalleged that thejuvenilehas
committed a delinquent act or that the child isin need of services (CHINS) or isin need of supervision
(CHINSup). CHINSand CHINSup juvenilescan only be detained until the next day of court.

A juvenilecannot be detained unlesshemeetsthe COV criteria. However, other factorsmight be considered whenthe
intake officer isdetermining whether to detain ajuvenilewho meetsthelegad criteria.

> Factorsrelated tothejuvenile:
o Deentionismorelikely if thevictimisafamily member or livesinthe samehome;
o Complianceduring thearrest and detention process could beamitigating factor;
0 Thescopeof thejuvenile'sproblemsat home, in school, and in the community could bean aggravating or
mitigating factor;
0 Thementd health or substance abuse history of thejuvenile; and
0 Thecourt may need to maintain custody during assessmentsor aforensicinvestigation.

» Factorsrelated to thejurisdiction:

0 Largejurisdictionsand jurisdictionswith overcrowded detentionfacilities, may try to conserve detention
spacefor person-related offenses. Asaresult, thesefacilitiesmay house more seriousand potentially
violent offendersthanin other jurisdictions.

o Somejuridictionshaveapalicy of “automatically” detaining juvenilescharged with certain offenses(e.g.,
use of aweapon, possession of cocaine). Thisislesscommonin jurisdictionswith high detention home
populations.

0 Theavailability of aternativefacilitiesto servejuvenile needs, such as state mental hospitalsor group
homes, may influencethe detention decision becausejuvenilesoccasionaly arehoused in detentionfor a
short period prior to transfer to amore appropriatefacility.

o0 Juvenilesnot attending school might be placed in detention to obtain specid education or other testing that
wasnot performed in public schools. Insome cases, juvenilesmight be placed in adetention hometotake
advantage of the school program. Detention staff expressed concernsthat thesejuvenilesare not neces-
sarily appropriatefor detention, from apublic safety perspective.

YV VYV

Decisions to Release from Detention

In most jurisdictions, only thejudge can order arelease from secure detention. The criteriaused to makerelease
decisionsdo not vary considerably from those used to make placement decisions. However, they makean effort to
releasejuvenilesfrom secure detention within 21 days.

» Thejuvenile sbehavior whilein detention and theavail ability of servicescanimpact releasedecisons.

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



» Somedefense attorneysactively seek to havetheir clients competency assessed. If thejuvenileisfound
incompetent, the attorney seeksacontinuanceto have competency restored (in detention) before adjudica-
tion. Defense attorneys may seek continuancesfor other reasonsaswell.

> Releasemay behindered by theinability or unwillingnessof familiesto accept ajuvenil€ sreturn.

» Juvenilesinthecustody of the Department of Socia Services(DSS) may stay in detention longer becausethey
lack appropriate placements. Onerespondent stated, “ Once[DSS] kidsarein detention they seemto stay.”

» Thescarcity of step-down programs(e.g., e ectronic monitoring) can delay ajuvenile srelease, whileheor she
awatsavailability.

» Juvenilesmay bekept in secure detention whilewaiting for needed services, such assubstance abusetreatment
or menta health counsdling.

Pre-Dispositional Length of Stay in Detention
It wastheconsensusamong all individuasinterviewed that long L OSin securedetentionisaproblemfor thedetention
staff aswell asthejuvenile.

» Problemsfor detention staff:
0 Leadstoovercrowding and stressed resources;
0 Contributestolow morae, high burnout ratesand staffing shortages (from overcrowding); and
o Staff becometoo comfortablearound juvenileswho have been detained along time. Thiscan compromise
Security.
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» Problemsforjuveniles
0 Maytakeona“crimina mindset,” by becoming accustomed to theingtitutiond lifestyle;
0 They may loserespect for staff’sauthority; and
0 Interruption of education and participation in community trestment programs.

» Factorscontributing tolonger staysinclude:
0 Offenseseriousness,
o Circuit court cases (both transfersand appeal sof juvenilecourt decisions);
0 Competency assessmentsand restoration (not conducted in every jurisdiction);
0 An expectation that the juvenilewill be committed to DJJ, and therefore should not be released from
detention early inthe process,
If the prosecutor’s officewantsto * get tough” onviolations of court ordersor probation/parole, they will
beunlikely to support thejuvenilebeing released early in the process;
| nsufficient step-down programs,
Awaiting boot camp placements;
Awaiting DSS placements;
Docketing complexitiesand requestsfor continuances; and
A history of running away, failureto appear in court, or some other indicator of flight risk, could keep a
juvenilefrom being released early inthe process.

(@)
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Communication Between Key Decision-Makers about Detention

Respondentsfelt that consi stent communi cation between the key decision-makersiscrucia to making good choices
for detention placementsand releases. Getting the most information possible about ajuvenile helpsthe detention
processfrom placement to rel ease.

» Most beneficid to good communication are:;
0 Accesshility between key decison makers,
0 Face-to-face meetings(email and voicemail sometimes actually decreased the efficiency and strength of
communication); and
0 Regular, scheduled meetingsto discussdetentionissuesand individual cases. Severad jurisdictionshold
regular (weekly or monthly) detention review meetingswherethe detention status of each juvenileisre-
viewed.
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Section lll - What Do You Have to Say?

» Communication andworking relationshipsaremoredifficult when:
0 Thereisalack of regular meetings between the key decision makers,
0 Substitutejudgesdo not havethe same accessto communication, or do not know the most current prac-
ticesused for sometypesof detention cases (particularly inlarger jurisdictions);
0 Juvenilesareinvolvedin offensesand servicesthat crossjurisdictiond lines; or
0 Juvenilesareinneed of DSS servicesand placement; or
o Dedingwithdifficult cases, such assubstanceabusingjuveniles.

Residential and Non-Residential Alternatives to Detention

Most of the participating jurisdictions have accessto d ectronic monitoring and outreach detention. Additionally, some
have accessto house arrest, | ess secure detention, family-oriented group homes (FOG homes) and shelter care. The
respondentsfocused their commentson thelimited avail ability of aternatives, and problemswith placingjuvenilesinthe
dternative programs.

» Alternativesto secure detention may not be available because:
0 Funding condraintsprecludetheir availability;
0 Somealternatives(e.g., day reporting centers) may be availablefor adultsonly; and
0 Programsfor femaes, sex offenders, and mentaly ill juvenilesarerare.

» Judges, probation/parol e officers, and otherskey playerstake advantageof a range of alternative and step-
down programswhen madeavailable. However, even when dternativesareavailableto thejurisdiction:
0 Bed space may not beimmediately availablefor agiven juvenile, who may be detained until other needs
(e.g., menta health) can bemet;
0 Other agenciesmay betaking up bed space (e.g., Socia Services, Mental Health, Education); and
0 Juvenilesmight not residein thejurisdictioninwhich the offensewas committed.

Post-dispositional Detention as a Graduated Sanction

Although thisstudy focusesonthe use of pre-dispositiona detention, respondentsal so spoke about post-dispositional
detention. Therewasunanimousagreement among thoseinterviewed that post-dispositional detentionisauseful and
beneficia sanction within the continuum of graduated sanctions. Post-dispositiona detentionisfrequently not asen-
tencing option because of pre-dispositional crowding of facilities. Thoseinterviewed expressed adesireto increase
theuseand availability of post-dispositiona detention. 1t makesuseof loca community programsas part of treatment
andintegratesthefamily into trestment programs. Itisespecialy useful with nonviolent offenders.

Examination of Key Decision Makers Beliefs about Detention

K ey decision-makers agreed that the Code of Virginia providesthe primary guidelinesfor detention decisions. The
Code'sguidancerequiresba ancing the community’ sneed for protection while assuring the safety of juveniles. When
comparing interview responses given by maor groups of key decision-makers—judges, Assistant Commonweath
Attorneys, CSU directors, detention home superintendents, probation officers, and public defenders—it was apparent
they disagreed on whether community protection or juvenile well-being and safety should bemost influentia inthe
detention process. They aso differed on whether any factors, in addition to those contained in the Code, should be
consderedin detention decisions.

Figure 16 arraysthe six groupingsof decision-makersaong two mgor dimensions:

» Theverticd axisrepresentstheimportanceintervieweesplaced on Code criteriaal oneversustheinclusion of
additional factors.

» Thehorizontal axisrepresentsopinionsabout theemphasison thewel |-being and safety of thejuvenileversus
theemphasison community protection aone.

» Typesof decison-makers, taken asagroup, overlap substantially, but also reflect dissimilar positioning with
respect to thejuvenile safety/community protection axisand the Code/Code plusother criteriaaxis.
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» Judgesopinionsseemed to bethemost Figure16: Grouping of Responses
diverse. Whilethey placed most em-
phasis on Code criteria, individual
judgesdiffered onissuesabout theuse
of additiond criteriaand advocated the
need to consider the needs of the ju-
venileinconjunctionwith maintaining

Code of Virginia Criteria

: 4 Detention Home
_thes_ﬂfety of thecommunlty. Asshown Ermphasis on ST Emphasis on
inFigure 16, judgeswerebroadly rep- e Juvenile Community
resented acrossall four quadrants. Sefety

Directors

» Assistant Commonwealth Attorneys
placed primary emphasisonusingonly
the Codecriteriafor detention decisons
and were most concerned with com-
munity safety.

» Public defenders considered them-
selvesadvocatesrespons blefor obtaining theleast restrictive outcomefor their juvenileclients. They placed
strong emphasison Codeccriteria, but stated that decisions should give equal weight to theindividual needsof
juvenileoffendersandtheir families.

Additional Criteria
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> Detention home superintendents uniformly agreed that detention placement decisions should be based on
Codecriteriaand not on any additiond criteria. They did not fedl that detention should be used asan “ unoffi-
cid” punishment. Also, they were strongly opposed to theuse of detention asa* holding place” whilejuveniles
waited for placementsinlesssecurefacilities. Superintendents saw detention asappropriate asaprotection
for the community, but were a so strong advocatesfor appropriate trestment and rehabilitation of juveniles
placed in secure detention.

» Probation andintake officers placed equal emphasis on the need to maintain public safety while providing
needed servicesand protection for thejuvenile offender. They overlapped with public defendersand judges
ontheapplication of additional criteriawhen making detention decisions. Probation officersindicated support
for theuse of detention for providing needed services, such aspsychological testing or substance abusetreat-
ment, if no aternativefacilitieswereimmediately availablefor such services. They did not seedetentionasan
gppropriatemeansfor “teaching alesson,” nor asaholding facility for juvenileswithout immediate dternatives.

» CSU Directorsreported that they often served as acommunication resource between the court, probation
officers, and the detention home superintendents. Morethan other key decision groups, CSU directorsex-
pressed near-unanimity on detention placement decisionsand the appropriate use of detention beds.

Suggestions from the Field

Individual sinterviewed a so provided many innovative suggestionsfor improving detention practices. They arepre-
sented here asthe point of view of the respondents, but are not specifically recommended by DJJ.

» Theneedsof juvenilesshould be metintheleast restrictive setting possiblewithout sacrificing public safety.
> Innovative practices should beevauated and, if appropriate, replicated.

» Detention homes should educate their jurisdictions about current practicesand procedures, aswell ascon-
cerns, through newd ettersand other materias.

» DJJshould educate the key decision-makers on the use of graduated sanctions and the appropriate use of
detention.

» DJJshouldwork withlocalitiesand private providersto devel op additional non-secureresidential options.
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» DJJshould add detention personnd toitsglobal email distributionlit.

> VirginiaJuvenile Community Crime Control Act coordinatorsshould facilitate discuss onsbetween CSUsand
detention homes.

» DJJshould creaste anew detention risk assessment instrument to include:

An objective section based on Codecriteria;

A subjective or override section;

I ntake supervisor approval of overrides;

Noticeof overridesto regiona and central office;

Availability of theinstrument on the shared drive of the computer network and the JTS;
Feld staff input into theinstrument devel opment; and

Outcome eval uation by the Research and Eval uation Section.

O OO0 O0OO0OO0Oo

» Probation officersshould ensurethat all community-based programming and sanctions have been attempted,
or that public safety isthreatened, beforeissuing adetention order for atechnical violation.

» Alljurisdictionsshould create and operate detention review committees.
0 Regiona managersand CSU directorsshould discusswith judgesthe use of detention review committees
and CSU release authority.
0 Representativesfrom the detention home, CSU, and clerk’ s office should meet weekly to docket casesfor
release consideration.

» Eighteen-year-oldsshould beheldinlocd jails, and juvenilesshould betransferred tojail without apetition on
their 18th birthdays. Superintendentsand/or CSU personnel should haveto petition for exceptions.

Section lll - What Do You Have to Say?

» DJJshould consider incentivesto devel op post-dispositiond detention in those communitieswhere bed space
isavalable.

» DJJshouldwork withlocal communitiesto devel op after-hours assessment centersin each district (perhaps
within detention homes). Thiswould reduce*on-call” duty for probation staff, and support loca law enforce-
ment in making releasedecisons.

» New probation/parole officers should betrained on the goal sand proper use of detention.

» DJJshould continueto collect data on the detention popul ation, identify detentionsin conflict with existing
policies, and report such discrepanciesto the CSU Director for further investigation, with copiesto there-
giona and central officesfor appropriatefollow-up.

» CSUsshould completeareport on every juvenilethat isplaced in the detention home* by default” (e.g.,
caretaker refusesto take thejuvenile home, caretaker has not been providing appropriate supervision, DSSis
the guardian and hasfailed to secure an appropriate placement).

Main Findings

Initial detention placement decisions are heavily influenced by Code of Virginia criteria,
especially safety of the community, with other factors considered as appropriate.

Other considerationsinclude ajuvenile shistory of mental disorder or substance abuse, and factorsrelated to the
current offense. Jurisdictional factorssuch as detention overcrowding and availability of aternative placementsare
also considered.

Decisions to release from detention are substantially the same as placement.

Also consdered arethejuvenile sbehavior in detention, and the need to restore competence. A scarcity of step-down
programscould lengthen LOS. Casesin the custody of the Department of Socia Servicesmay remainindetention
longer.
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Section IV - Promising Practices

Promising Practices - Virginia
Our research at CSU sitesduring the study reveal ed anumber of local policiesand practiceswarranting recognitionin
thisreport.

l. Reducing Pre-Dispositional Length of Stay (LOS)

» Judgeshave granted theintake supervisor theauthority to make step-down placement decisions. (Hamp-
ton)

» Weekly detention review processfor pre-dispositional cases. (Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk)

0 Two probation supervisors, theintake supervisor, the detenti on superintendent, the less secure deten-
tion superintendent, asocia worker, and representatives from outreach detention and el ectronic moni-
toring Saff.

Detention home superintendent compilesalist of juvenileseligiblefor step-down placement.
Team reviewseach case, discussing thejuvenile sbehavior whilein detention.

If ajuvenileisgranted astep-down, the prosecutor, judge, and probation officer areinformed.
o Ifthereisaneedfor astep-up process, another hearing isrequired.

o O O

> Judgeshave granted theintake supervisor the authority to rel easejuvenilesfrom secure detention without
having to returnto court. (Stafford County)

» A formalized processfor requesting continuances. (Hanover County)
0 Good cause must be shown to request acontinuance.
0 Unlesscircumstancesareexceptiona, requesting acontinuanceontrial day may resultinamotionfor
ashow cause or capiasbeing issued against the requester.

. Detaining for Technical Violations

> Probation/parole supervisorsreview use of community-based options before detaining for viol ation of
probation/parole. (Henrico)

0 Probation/paroleofficerscompleteaformlisting prior efforts.

0 Probation/paroleofficersmeet with their supervisorsto request violation of probation/parolecharges
and detention orders.

o |f community alternatives have not been exhausted, the supervisor deniesthe detention request and
aternativesareimplemented. (15th District CSU)

[Il.  Improving Detention Practices
> Judgesmeet regularly to discuss current practiceswith key decision-makers. (Richmond, Norfolk)

» A DSSworker islocated within the CSU, fostering better communication and facilitating group home
placements. (Richmond)

A\

Judges have assigned aspecificliaison toimprove communication between decision-making groups (e.g.,
the CSU director and the Drug Court). (Richmond)

The chief judge hasregular breakfast meetings so that thejudges may discussissues. (Richmond)
A newdetter providesinformation about current practicesand issues. (Merrimac)
Meetingsare held between key decision-makers. (Loudoun, Norfolk)

YV V V V

On-call intake staff compl ete adetention decision form for after-hoursintakes, to ensure appropriate
placement. (Chesterfield)

Probation staff visit their detained juvenilesmorefrequently than required by standards (weekly, versus
every 10days). (Norfolk)

A\

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Promising Practices - Nationally

Recent reportsby the Annie E. Casey Foundation and by the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justiceand Delinquency Preven-
tion (OJIDP) have highlighted some promising practicesonthenational level. A detailed review of these practicesis
beyond the scope of thisreport, but we havelisted afew specific practicesthat seem applicableto Virginia sdetention
system. Theseareonly aselection of the many good practicesthat are discussed in these publications. Readers
should seetheorigina publicationsfor more. Seethelist of referencesat theend of thisreport for moreinformation.

I. Annie E. Casey Foundation - Juvenile Jailhouse Rocked

Collaborative Planning and Decision-making

Variousagencieswithinthejuvenilejustice system (judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, police, probation, and
others) work together to address problems. Thisappliesto detention homesand to other aspectsof thejuvenile
justicesystem.

Obj ective admissions practices

Using obj ective admission practi ces can ensure that juvenilesare not admitted to secure detention facilitiesunnec-
essarily or inappropriately. Any effort to use objective admission practicesfor secure detention should include
devel oping or improving objective detention eligibility criteria. A well-designed screening instrument should be
used to determine the appropriate detention serviceto accomplish the purposes of detention and to ensurethat
resources are appropriately used based onindividua youthrisk.
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Case processing innovations

Changesin case processing procedures can reduce delaysin each step of thejuvenilejustice process- arrest,
referral tointake, adjudication and disposition. Someinnovationsin thisareainclude automatic notification sys-
temsto reducefailureto appearsand pretria placement planning to reduce court timefor initial appearances.
Sacramento County's Detention Early Resol ution program reduced processing timefrom 25 daysto five daysby
advancingthepretrial date.

Alternative programs
Theuse of effective detention dternatives ensuresthat juvenileswho do not require securecareare supervisedin
lesscostly programswhilethe most seriousoffendersareaappropriatel y supervisedin asecure setting. Without
accessto aternative programs, juvenileswill continueto be detained unnecessarily. Basic alternative programs
include day reporting centers, home confinement, and shelters providing servicesto youth who need 24- hour
supervison.

1. OJIDP Juvenile Justice Bulletin - Anticipating Space Needs

Decision-makersunderstand the consequences of underestimating future demandsand the overcrowded and less
safefacilitiesthat occur asaresult. However, overestimating future demands can lead to problems such as
mismanaged tax dollarsand even misuse of the extraspace, such asdetaining juvenileswho would not otherwise
be confined. Ineither case, the cost of miscal culating the need for additional spacein securejuvenilefacilitiescan
be considerable.

[11. OJIDP - Desktop Guide to Good Juvenile Detention Practice

Policy and Procedures Manual

A policiesand proceduresmanua assuresthe smooth flow of thejuvenile detention program and the safety of the
detained juvenilesand the community. It should contain the department'sor thefacility's mission statement, goa's
and objectives, code of ethics, and the policiesand procedures or guidelinesthat juvenile detention staff need to
perform both their routineand non-routinetasks.

Classification System

A security classification system that identifies and separates violent offendersfrom nonviolent offendershelps
protect the detained juveniles and the staff from injury, and hel ps protect the detention homefrom liability. This
system only affectsthejuvenileshousing and 9 eeping arrangements.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Code of Virginia: Selections Pertaining to Juvenile Detention

Below isan annotated list of the sections of the Code of Virginia (COV) found useful in conducting thisstudy. The
interested reader can accessthe complete statutory language of the COV on-lineat http://legl.state.va.us/000/src.htm.

816.1-246  When and how child may betaken intoimmediate custody
Thisstatute explainswhen and how achild may betaken into immediate custody and outlinesthe
acceptable offense classificationsand scenarios.

§16.1-247  Dutiesof person taking child into custody
Thiscode section dictatesthe duties of an officia takingachildinto custody. It providesspecific
release options, mandatesfor partiesto notify, and time-framesfor judicia review. It differentiates
between instances when the court isopen and the court isclosed. Thisstatute a so indicateshow
long ajuvenilethat isnot being transferred to afacility or ingtitution may beheldin custody and
wherethat juvenilemay beheld.

§16.1-248.1 Criteriafor detention or shelter care
Thisstatute specifiesthe criteriafor placement in secure detention and shelter care, outlining the ac-
ceptable offense classificationsand scenarios.

8§16.1-260 Intake; petition; investigation
Thiscode section explainsthe processfor filing petitionsfor mattersfalling under thebailiwick of the
J& DR court. It aso establishesthe modes of communi cation deemed acceptabl e to process apeti-
tion, defineswhen anintake officer may usehisor her discretionto proceed informally without filing a
petition, dictateswhen apetition must befiled, andincludeslanguage about appeding anintakeofficer’s
decison.

§16.1-278.5 Childreninneed of supervision (CHINSup)
Thisstatute spellsout what reports and eval uations must be compl eted on CHINSup cases. It also
specifieswhich public agenciesareto beinvolved in the eval uation process and what dispositional
optionsareavailable.

§16.1-284.1 Placement in securelocal facility (post-dispositional)
This code section addressesthe criteria (age, offense history, commitment history, responseto past
treatment efforts) for post-dispositiona placement inasecurelocal facility. It also spellsout thetime-
framesfor mandatory judicia reviews, establishesthe maximum length of ajuvenile sstay, and refer-
encesthe Department of Juvenile Justice' sroleinassisting localities.

816.1-292  Violation of court order by any person
Thisstatute providesthedispositiona aternativesavailableto the court in contempt of court cases.
It specifically spellsout dispositionsthat can be utilized for juvenilesfound to havewillfully and
materially violated acourt order pursuant to §16.1-278.5: Child in need of supervision (CHINSup).
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Appendix B

L ocalitiesin Each CSU

csuU L ocality csuU L ocality csuU L ocality

001 |Chesapeake 015 |Caroline County 025 |Alleghany County

002 |Virginia Beach Essex County Augusta County

02A |Accomack County Fredericksburg Bath County
Northampton County Hanover County Botetourt County

003 _[Portsmouth King George County BuenaVista

004 [Norfolk Lancaster County Clifton Forge

005 [Franklin Northumberland County Covington
Isle Of Wight County Richmond County Craig County
Southampton County Spotsylvania County Highland County
Suffolk Stafford County Lexington

006 |Brunswick County Westmoreland County Rockbridge County
Emporia 016 |Albemarle County Staunton
Greensville County Charlottesville Waynesboro
Hopewell Culpeper County 026 |Clarke County
Prince George County Fluvanna County Frederick County
Surry County Goochland County Harrisonburg
Sussex_County Greene County Page County

007 _[Newport News L ouisa County Rockingham County

008 [Hampton Madison County Shenandoah County

009 |CharlesCity County Orange County Warren County
Gloucester County 017 |Arlington County Winchester
James City County 17F |Falls Church 027 |Carroll County
King and Queen County 018 [Alexandria Floyd County
King William County 019 |Fairfax Galax
Mathews County Fairfax County Grayson County
Middlesex County 20L L oudoun County Montgomery County
New Kent County 20W |Fauquier County Pulaski County
Williamsburg Rappahannock County Radford
York County 021 [Henry County Wythe County
Y ork County for Poguoson Martinsville 028 |[Bristdl

010 |Appomattox County Patrick County Smyth County
Buckingham County 022 |Danville Washington County
Charlotte County Franklin County 029 |Bland County
Cumberland County Pittsylvania County Buchanan County
Halifax County 023 |Roanoke County Dickenson County
Lunenburg County Sdem Giles County
Mecklenburg County 23A |[Roanoke City Russell County
Prince Edward County 024 |Amherst County Tazewell County
South Boston Bedford 030 [Lee County

011 |Amelia County Bedford County Norton
Dinwiddie County Campbell County Scott County
Nottoway County Lynchburg Wise County
Petersburg Nelson County 031 |Manassas
Powhatan County Manassas Park

012 |Chegterfield County Prince William County
Colonial Heights Woodbridge

013 |Richmond

014 |Henrico County
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Appendix C

The Three Regions of the Department of Juvenile Justice




Abbreviation Tem

Appendix D

Abbreviations

ACA Assistant Commonweadlth’s Attorney
ADP Average Daily Popul ation

CHINs Chil d-in-need-of -services

CHINsup Chil d-in-need-of -supervision

COPS Community Population System

Ccov Code of Virginia

CSU Court Service Unit

DCJS Department of Criminal Justi ce Services
DH Detention home

DJJ Department of Juvenile Justice

DO Detention order

DSS Department of Social Services

EM Electronic monitoring

FIPS Federa Information Processing System
FOG Home Family Oriented Group Homes

10 Intake offi cer

JAIBG Juvenile A ccountability Incentive Block Grant
JCEC Juvenile Crime Enforcement Coalitions
JDR Juvenile and Domestic Rel ations

JTS Juvenile Tracking System

LOS L ength-of-Stay

PO Probation/Parole of fi cer

Post-D Post-di spositional detention

Pre-D Pre-di spositiona detention

saolpuaddy
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Appendices

Appendix E
Data Collection Form: Page 1
DJJ DETENTION SCREENING DATA COLLECTION

Person Completing Form

Youth's Name JTS# ~ Locality (FIPS)
Intake Officer Date/Time of Intake / Time Spent on this Intake

1.
O
O
O

54

REASON FOR DETENTION REFERRAL (Check ONLY one)
New Offense 00 Violate EM, Outreach or House Arrest O Interstate Compact (Warrant/Teletype)
Violation of Probation/Parole O Violation of a Court Order Alleged O Out-of-State Runaway (no charges)
Other (Specify _ )

NUMBER CURRENT, PENDING AND PRIOR CHARGES (Enter numbers in table; no cell should be blank - use 0)

Misdemeanor Misdemeanor
Felony Class 1 Class 2-4 & Other Tech. Violation Diversion/Unofficial

Prior

Current N/A

Pending N/A

NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN THE DETENTION DECISION AND THE CURRENT OFFENSE DATE
POTENTIAL TO FLEE Has youth had one or more detention orders/warrants for escape, runaway or failure to appear? Yes [1No [

CURRENT LEGAL STATUS (Check ONLY one)

No prior record [0 Has prior record, but is not currently on any type of supervision

Has prior record and previously received services, but was not on official probation/parole supervision

Has prior record and was previously on probation/parole, but is not currently on supervision

Has prior record and is on unofficial supervision or receiving preventative type services (e.g., EM, Outreach Detention)

Has prior record and is a drug court participant

Has prior record, is on official probation or parole supervision AND is doing well on probation/parole supervision OR adjustment unknown
Has prior record, is on official probation or parole supervision BUT is NOT currently abiding by rules/conditions

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [1 No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [1 No I

oooooono

LEGAL GUARDIAN (Check ONLY one; also answer yes/no questions)

[0 Biological or adoptive parent(s) O Non-Relative adult O Emancipated

O Non-parent relative O Dept of Social Services O Other (Specify . )
Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [ No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [1

LIVING SITUATION (Check ONLY one; also answer yes/no questions)

[0 With biological or adoptive parent(s) [0 Foster Home O Living Independently

OO With non-parent relative or friend O  Group Home/Shelter Care O Other (Specify _ )
O In Direct Care [0 Halfway House

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [1 No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [

VICTIM INVOLVEMENT
Was the legal guardian or a household member the victim of the instant offense? Yes [1No [
Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [J No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [

ATTENDEES AT TIME DETENTION DECISION IS MADE (Check ALL that apply; also answer yes/no questions)

O Alleged Offender O  Arresting Officer O Victim(s)

O Legal Guardian (including DSS Guardians) O  Assigned PO O Other(Specify . )
Did this information influence the detention decision? ~ Yes [ No [

If the alleged offender was not present during the Intake was video-teleconferencing used? Yes [1 No [

. OTHER FACTORS IN THE CASE (Check ONLY One answer in each section; also answer yes/no questions)

EDUCATIONAL/VOCATIONAL/EMPLOYMENT STATUS

[0 Subject is enrolled and attending O Subject is not enrolled BUT has completed HS Diploma or GED

3 Subject is enrolled but not attending O Subject is not enrolled AND has not completed HS Diploma or GED

[0 Educational/vocational status could not be determined

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [1 No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [
[0 Subject is employed AND is attending work O Subject is NOT employed BUT is not old enough to have a job

[J Subject is employed BUT is not attending work | Subject is NOT employed BUT is not able to work (disabled)

[0 Subject is employed; attendance unknown O Subject is NOT employed AND is physically/mentally capable

0 Employment status could not be determined ’

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [J No [1 Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Data Collection Form: Page2

DJJ DETENTION SCREENING DATA COLLECTION PAGE 2 OF 2 INTAKE DATE: JTS#

C. MENTAL HEALTH STATUS (Check ALL that apply; also answer yes/no questions)

O Youth is not making statements of self-harm or exhibiting bizarre behavior/ no referral for a pre-screen is necessary

O Youth has been hospitalized in the past as a result of suicide attempts or other mental health issues

O Youth is making threats of self-harm, or is exhibiting other bizarre behavior, but no referral for a pre-screening is necessary at this time

O Youth is making threats of self-harm, or is exhibiting other bizarre behavior and a pre-screening was done but hospitalization was ruled out

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [J No [J Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [0 No [
D. CAREGIVER/GUARDIAN (Check ALL that apply; also answer yes/no questions)
Guardian capable of meeting youth's needs O Guardian not capable of meeting youth's needs (e.g., level of supervision)
Guardian is capable of meeting youth's needs, but has failed to do so
Guardian failed to cooperate (e.g., Guardian refused to take child home and/or refused to identify/allow alternative familial arrangements for chil
Guardian is alleged co-defendant O Guardian could not be located
Guardian is susp. to be involved in criminal activity
Guardian has identified network of friends and family that will serve as a resource to the family
Guardian has cooperated fully (e.g., Guardian has demonstrated or indicated willingness to cooperate.)

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [ No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes 1 No O
E. GANG ACTIVITY (Answer ALL questions)

Was the current offense gang-related? Yes [ No O

Is the youth suspected of or known to be involved in gang-related activity Yes OO No O

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [ No [J Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [0 No [
F. HISTORY OF VIOLENCE (Check ONLY One answer in this section; also answer yes/no questions)

O Subject does not have a documented history of violence/assaultive offenses

O Subject has a documented history of violent/assaultive offenses

Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [0 No [J Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [J

gooooooao

saolpuaddy

G. WEAPONS (Check ALL that apply; also answer yes/no questions)
O Possession/use of firearm during instant offense O Past Possession or past use of firearm
O Possession/use of other weapon during offense O Past Possession or past use of other weapon

If a weapon was used during the commission of the current offense, has the weapon been recovered? Yes [ No [
Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [J No [0 Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [0 No OJ
H. SUBSTANCE ABUSE (Check ALL that apply; also answer yes/no questions)
Youth under the influence of alcohol or another drug at the time of the offense
Youth was not under the influence of alcohol or any other drug, but drug usage is thought to be a problem
Youth was under the influence of alcohol at the time of the Intake
It is not known if alcohol or any other drug was used at the time of the offense, but drug usage is thought to be a problem
Youth has received inpatient substance abuse treatment
Youth is a known or suspected drug-dealer
Was this info. known when the detention decision was made? Yes [0 No [ Did the info. influence the detention decision? Yes [ No [
I.  ARRESTING OFFICER AND OTHER AGENCIES (Answer ALL questions)

oooooo

Arresting Officer or other non-DJJ colleague recommended detention/indicated youth was difficult Yes OO No O
Arresting Officer or other non-DJJ colleague recommended release/indicated youth was cooperative Yes [0 No OO
Arresting Officer or other non-DJJ colleague disagreed with initial Intake decision and threatened to call Judge or supervisor Yes [0 No O
J. YOUTH’S ATTITUDE (Check ONLY One answer in this section)
O Youth displayed bad attitude during Intake O Youth displayed good/fair attitude during Intake
K. AGGRAVATING/MITIGATING FACTORS (Check ALL that apply)

O Offense more serious than indicated by charge (aggravating factors) Specify: __
O Offense less serious than indicated by charge (mitigating factors) Specify: _

O Youth's role in the offense - in leadership role O Youth margmal]y involved in offense -- in a followmg role
O Youth committed an offense that “automatically” results in detention (common practice in jurisdiction)
L. OTHER (Check ALL that apply)

O  Youth needs to learn a lesson/recognize seriousness of continued delinquent behavior/wake-up call

O Youth indicated that he/she “has seen the light” and will cooperate fully

O Youth may be in danger if returned home O Youth presents a clear and substantial threat of serious harm to self
(pursuant to 16.1-248.1.A.1.b)

11. INITIAL DETENTION DECISION @ INTAKE

O Detained pending det.hearing; courtdate ____/  /_ O Released to custodial parent

O Released to non-custodial parent, relative or family friend O Released to residential detention alternative (e.g., shelter care, emer. foster care)
O Released to Outreach Det., Electronic Mon. or H. Arrest [0 Released with non-residential conditions (other than EM, Outreach, H Arrest)
O Released with no conditions or released by officer (Specify: __ o )

12. JURISDICTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Is the locality a participating jurisdiction at a detention home? Yes 0O No O

O Non-participating jurisdiction; bed space not available O Participating jurisdiction; bed space not available
O Funding Constraints - detention not utilized due to more cost-effective program available

O Funding Constraints - detention utilized because funding was not available for less restrictive programs (e.g., EM)
O No jurisdictional problems influenced the detention decision

COMPLETED FORMS SHOULD BE FAXED TO THE PLANNING & EVALUATION UNIT ON A DAILY BASIS 804-371-0726 FAXED __
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Appendix F

I nterview Questions

Questions for Directors, Judges, & Detention Home Superintendents

Date

L ocality Agency (circleone): Court, CSU, Detention Home

Per son I nterviewed Role

I nterview Conducted by

1. What typeof informationis(or should be) cons dered when making detention placement decisions? How is

10.

11.

12.

thisinformation different from theinformation used to determinerd easefrom detention?

Arethereany issuesin your jurisdiction that are uniqueto your locaity that influence decisionsabout detention
placements?

| spost-dispositiond detention availableinyour area? If not, how do you think that it might be useful asone of
therange of graduated sanctionsfor juvenileoffenders?

What types of communication exist between the CSUs, thelocal detention homes, and court staff? (Email,
voicemail, regular meetings, faceto face meetings, correspondence)

What factorscontributeto LOSfor confined juveniles(inyour opinion)?

Based on your experience, what arethe problems associated with along L OS—for thefacility, the staff, and
thejuveniles?

What aretheissuesthat devel op inyour working rel ationshipswith other partieswhen detention decisions
aremade? What changes might make detention placement decisionseasier?

Based onyour experience, do you think that timelimitson LOSwould affect placement avail ability withinyour
facility? Do you think that eliminating the practice of giving juvenileoffenders* credit for timeserved” inpre-
dispositiona detentionwould reduce LOSin detention facilities?

If detention isnot the most appropriate sanction for ajuvenile, what do you believe might be more effective?
Do you have accessto sanction/program?

How often do you think juvenilesare placed in detention dueto safety concernsfor thejuvenile (asopposed
to pubic safety concerns)? Do you think thisisappropriate when thejuvenile would not otherwise be sent

to thefacility (detention not necessary for public safety)? What steps are needed to reduce the number of
juvenilesbeing placed in the detention facility when dternative treatment/placement woul d be more beneficia
for thejuvenile? Do budgetary or funding constraints have animpact on your decisiontorefer ajuveniletoa
detention facility rather than another type of facility?

Specifictoyour role, what factorsdo you believework well with the current detention process? What
aspect of the current detention processismost frustrating?

Arethereany issuesthat we have not addressed during thisinterview that you would liketo mention?

Department of Juvenile Justice Detention Utilization Study



Appendix G

OffensesHeadingsIncluded in Each Offense Type, From Table 8, page 14

Offense Heading

Offense Heading

Alcohol |Alcohol Person Assault

Arson Arson, Explosives, Bombs Person Kidnapping

CHINS [Status Offenses Person Murder

CHINSup |Status Offenses Person Robbery

Drugs Nar coti cs Person Sexual Assault

Family  |Custody Person Person Activities

Family [Family Offense Property |Burglary

JDR Judicia Reviews Property |Extortion

JDR Juvenile & Domestic Court - Other Property |Fraud

Other Abusive and Insulting L anguage Property |Larceny

Other Accomplice Property |Trespass

Other Animas Property |[Vandaism, Damage Property

Other Arrests (for use by State Police) Technical |Contempt of Court

Other Conspi racy Technical |Failureto Appear

Other Dangerous Conduct Technical |Parole and Probation Violation

Other Disorderly Conduct Technical [Parole, Probation, Supervision Violation
Other Escapes Traffic Traffic - Driving While Intoxicated
Other Federal Offense Traffic Traffic - Hit and Run, Accident Reports
Other Obscenity Traffic Traffic - Lighting Equi pment

Other Obstruction of Justice Traffic Traffic - Operator's License

Other Ordinance, City, or County Traffic Traffic - Reckless Driving

Other Peace, Conservator of the Traffic  [Traffic-Buses and Trucks

Other Perjury Traffic Traffic-Hit and Run, Accident Reports
Other Protective Orders Traffic Traffic-Moving Violations, General
Other Riot and Unlawful Assembly Traffic __ [Traffic-Operator's License

Other School Attendance Traffic Traffic-Pedestrians

Other Sex Offenses Traffic Traffic-Reckless Driving

Other Solicitation Traffic Traffi c-Regi stration, Plates, etc.

Other Tel ephone W eapons |Weapons

Spring 2001
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Appendices

Appendix H

Study Responsesfrom the JCECs

o . FAIRFAX LOUDOUN MERRIMAC
Participating JCEC Detention Decision Detention Decision Detention Decision
not detained  [detained |not detained [detained |not detained |detained
Race/Ethnicity Asian 0 0 0 0 0 1]
Black 0 0 5 4 18 22
Hispanic 0 0 4 0 0 0
White 0| 0 20 25 38 24
Other 0 0 0| 1 0 0
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sex Female 0 0 6) 8 8| 10
Male 0| 0| 23 22 48 37
Age 12 or younger 0 0 0 0 3] 9
13t0 14 0 0 6) 4 9 9
15to0 17 0 0 23 25 43 34
18 or older 0 0 0 1) 1] 1]
Reason for detention New offense 30| 34 26 17 50 38
Technical violation 7 13 0 12 3 9
Other 1] 0| 3 1 3| 0
Educational status Enrolled/Attending/Graduate/ GED 17 19 26 18 39 28
Not enrolled or not attending 9 19 1 9 4 1
No response 12| 9 2 3 13| 8
Employment status Employed or too young or disabled 11 14 4 17 16 16
Not employed or not attending work 7 16 1] 1] 6 18
No response 20| 17| 24| 12, 34 13|
Mental health Symptomatic 0 1] 0 2 2 5
Not symptomatic 25| 39 24| 28 35 36
No response 13| 7 5 0 19 6
Caregiver capability Capable 20) 30, 22 8 37| 22,
Not capable 5 9 2 22, 7| 20
No response 13| 8 5 0 12 5
Gang activity No gang involvement 37| 45 28] 30 56 43
Gang involvement known or suspected 1] 2 1 0 0 4
Weapon use Present or past firearm possession 2 3 1] 1] 2 3
Present or past other weapon possession 1] 6 0 1] 1] 6
No response 35 38 28| 28 53 38
Substance abuse Known drug connection 12| 9 6 2 8 2
Suspected drug connection 11 20 7 13 13| 22
No drug connection or no response 15 18 16 15 35) 23
Officer recommended detention No 34 27| 25] 18 50 20
Yes 3| 20 1 11 3| 27
Officer recommended release No 22| 42 21 29 14 36
Yes 3| 20 5] 0 39 11
Officer disagreed with decision, threat  |No 38 47 29 30 56 47
Youth displayed positive attitude No 3 3 3 16, 5 16
Yes 35 444 26 14 51 31
Aggravating/Mitigating factors Aggravating circumstances 14 17 20) 27, 40, 36
Mitigating circumstances 8 6 2 0 9 6)
No response 16 24] 7 3 7| 5
Documented history of violence No 36 36 23] 23 46 32
Yes 2| 11] 6) 7| 10| 15
Threat to abscond No 34 33 29 26 55) 33
Yes 4] 14 0| 4 1 14
Current legal status No prior record 18] 12 15 3 29 4
Not on official supervision but has history 9 8 9 10 21 23
On official supervision 11 26 5 17 6 20
No response 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Legal guardian Biological or adoptive parent 38| 43 29 28 51 38
Other 0| 4 0| 2| 5| 9
Living situation Biological or adoptive parent 38| 39 28 28| 51| 37|
Other 0 8| 1 2 5) 10
Was a household member the victim? No 37| 42 28 27, 53] 35
Yes 1 5) 1 3 3 12)
Attendee(s) at Intake Complainant 29 43| 28 30 54 46
(categories are not exclusive) Guardian present 4 8 2 2 5 13|
Offender present 5 10 3 6 5 19
Other factors Juvenile needs to learn alesson 5 5 2 2 36| 17|
Juvenile sees error in higher actions 2 1] 0 0 4 0
Juvenilein danger if returned home 0 3 0 13| 1] 6
Threat to self 6| 17 0 12 1] 12
No response 25| 21| 27 3 14 12
Initial detention decision Released with no conditions 32 0 29 0 51| 0
Nonresidentia program 5 0 0 0 3 0
Residential program 1] 0 0 0 2 0
Secure detention 0 47 0 30 0 47
No response 0 0 0 0 0 0
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L ocalitiesIn Each JCEC

Spring 2001

NEWPORT NEWS NORFOLK RAPPAHANNOCK RICHMOND TOTAL )
Detention Decision Detention Decision Detention Decision Detention Decision Detention Decision
not detained |detained |not detained  |detained |not detained [detained not detained _ |detained |not detained |detained || F@irfax County
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7| Fairfax Gity
39 48 21 2 15 23 56 66 154 1g5|| Town of Herndon
0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 8 0
19 21 5 12 24 29 1 2 107 113 | Loudoun County
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 2|| Fauguier County
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
13 13 10 12 11 12 16 18 64 73|| King & Queen County
45 56 18 22 29 40 43 51 206 228|| King William County
13 2 1 0 2 8 8 3 27 22| Lancaster County
13 17 11 4 11 15 16 19 66 68{| M athews County
28 49 16 30 25 29 34 46 169 213{[ Middlesex County
4 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 8| 4| "New Kent County
55 55 25 19 36 33 56 45 278 241) "Northumberland County
3 14 2 10 3 18 3 23 21 99| ["Richmond County
0 0 1 5 1 1 0 1 9 8 [ Gloucester County
42 37 24 13 20 33 6, 13 174 16| "Hanover County
3 1 4 18] 2 9 2 24 25 101/ Jomes City Couny
= T S = m S || Caxcline County
1 18] 9 9 4 9 2 2 0 73 |-Charles City County
7 | 2 3 29 2 55 55 176 157 yamordmd County
0 5 1 1 0 2 2 0 5 16| |-Y-ork County
47 56 26 a1 38 44 28 38 223 27| [ Poquoson
- - 2 6 C R S —
T 16 19 7 17 17 44 21 198 | Newport News JCEC
15 33 5 11 10 18 1 7 45 120| | Hampton
4 20 4 6 13 17] 14 4 65 o7|| Newport News
5 o 2 = 20 29 5 & e
0 3 0 1 0 3 2 0 4 13|| Norfolk
1 11 1 3 0 1 5 5 12 27| | Accomack County
2 8 il 2| 1 6 ol 3| 6l 32|| Northampton Coun
A o = 5 % L
2 11 2) 2) 3 8 1] 5 34 39| | King George County
9 15 4 16 12 14 37 40, 93 140|| Spotsylvania County
47 43 2 16] 25 30 21 24 181 169| | Stafford County
58 40 25 18 37 35 59 38 288 196| | Fredericksburg
0 29 2 11 2 16 0 30 11] il Richmond JCEC
3 65 20 29 k74 48 7 67 149 316|| City of Richmond
25 4 7 0 7 3 52 1 138 39
61 4 7] 40 52 61 6 297) 313
2 27 1 2) 3 7 0 2) 17 73
56 42 27 32 37 45 59 67 201 275
18] 49 3 30 18] 39 40 40 153 238
28 6 7 2 12 2 4 7 70 29
12 14 18] 2 10] 11] 15, 2 85 81
47 40 20 26 22 32 41 40 235 229
11] 29 8 8 18 20 18 29 73 119
57 50 27 19 39 43 50 45 201] 249)
1 19 1 15 1 9 9 24 17 99
30 8 11] 6, 18 11 13 9 134 53
20 25 10 12 14 11 45 28 128 117
8 35 7 16 8 30 0 29 5 173
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 5
56 58 20 26 39 47 51 61 284 301
2 11 8 8 1 5 8 8 24 47
55 56 20 25 38 47 51 61 281 293
3 13 8 9 2 5| 8 8 27 55
49 58 26 29 38 a4 59 63 290 208
9 11 2 5 2 8 0 6 18 50
38 64 23 32 39 52 58 65 269 332
29 23 11 7 4 7 2 2 57 62
32 45 12 30 6 16 51 22 114 148
29 49 4 20 28 18 55 38 159 149
17 3 8 1 0 0 0 0 31 5
1 6 0 2 0 3 1 1 3 34
0 4 0 6 0 16 0 24 7 01
11 7 16 5 12 15 3 6 108 69
42 0 27 0 39 0 58 0 278 0
10 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 21 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0
0 66 0 34 0 52 0 67 0 343
0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5|
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Appendix |
L OS by Offense Severity, per CSU

Off. Severity Felony Class 1 Misdemeanor Class 2-4 Misdemeanor s Prob/Par Viol
LOS 03 421 2251 52+ 03 421 2251 52+ 03 421 2251 52+ 03 421 2251 52+
Csu
010 25| a6 32| ol a4l 47 sl 3 1] o of of 16l 3] 13[ 3
021 13 16 6l o 12 19 S of o 5 14 o 1
022 a| s 16l | 76| 7ol 1a A o 4 of o 72[ 10s] 35[ 18
023 14] 19 6|l 3l 2| 45| 13 3 o 6 of ol 14 =] 14 3
23A 38] s8] a1l 13| a4 e 1o | o o of o 5[ 23 1o 3
024 64l 53| 25| 15| 87| 108]  a3] 16|l o 1 1l o 3] s8 17l 6
025 56| 671 18] o 65| 93 o o 1 3 of o 23] &3] 1o &
027 2l 24l 13l 14l 2ozl 1o g o o of o 13 = sl 2
028 o 10 of 7 =] a7 sl 6l o o of o 1o 43 17
” 029 10l 26 3l 1l 20l 17 i1 1 o o o o & 17 6| 1
o 030 1 13 71 5| 20 a5l 12l 4l ol o of o 25| s 3] 4
= Region 1 304] 383 176| 91] 4s0l 579l  136] 45| 4] 15 1l of 231] 4s8]  174] 49
S 013 166 107] 102l 74l 77| 74| sa] o8] 3 2 a o 130] 190] 1s56] 47
2 014 20l 78] 62| 52| o4l oa] 4l 2o 7 5 1| o 77| 152 72 18
015 gl 113] 37l 13| 133] 191]  ad 14 o o of o 72 187] e 18
016 30l s8] 31| 11| ss| 74l 2ol o o 1 of o 43 128] 36 10
017 21l 3| 20 19| 24 30| 1o 3 o 6 of o 35| s 3] 16
17F ol 1 o 1 1 1 11 o o o o o o of 1
018 13 25l 1]l 7l ol 2o ]l o o o of o 10 s 18] 8
019 79l 112| 60| 35| 140] 193] 62 21| 10l 1ol 15| 6| 45| 200] 108 42
20L 2o 25| 13 6| 30| 17 al 3 o 1 of o 3 15 |
20W 71 8 ol o 5[ o 3l o o o o o 11l s a4 1
026 o7l so| a7l 1|l a0l 47 71 4 o 1 of o 28] 7 oo 7
031 7] 112]  agl 23] 08| 112 =l gl o 4 of &3] 135 37 1
Region 2 569l 722|  404] 250] 720l sea|  305| 102l 26| 30| 29| 6| 564l 1200 a9 182
001 2] 127]  aa] 2a] ao] 1sa] a2l A o o of o 10 s8] 3] 14
002 62| 105 55| 35| 112] 1s2] 74 14 o a1 of 1l es| 1e8] 86| 23
02A 1l 21 16l o & 16 i1 1 o o of o 3 o5 6| 1
003 26| 50| a1l 15| 49| eo] 3] 7] o 1 of o 14 4] 16 &
004 5ol oo o1l 38l 102] 137] 72 o 5| 8 1| | o4l o3[ o1 o4
005 21| sal 29l 17l 13l ozl 18l g o o o o o 25 o 4
006 o8] 371 o7l 38l 23] 70l  ma[ 1] 3 2 | R T T
007 6ol 126] o071 52| s6| 134 5| 28] 1] 3 1] o 36| 76 73] =0
008 61] s8] 50| 17l 62| a7l a3l 4 o o of ol 15| =] 2o 9
009 2| 35| 16| 25| 28] s8] 2o 11l of o of ol 4 2 13 &
011 62l 46| 25| 17l 3] 25| 16 o o 1 of o 28] 23] 13 5
012 9o 80 56| 32| 144] 106] 61l 1] & 7 3l ol es] 110 56 22
Region 3 5571 38|  sa0| 312 718] 993 a7l 121 17l 23 of 3l 319 714  a46] 157
TOTAL | 1437] 1949 1120 655| 1,889 2,440 918] 268 47l 77l 32| ol 1118 2404 1169 388

Note: Totals include admissions in which the detaining CSU was reported by the detention home to be unknown, and therefore may not equal the sum
of the three regions.
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